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1PUBLISH£R'S Note, 



The following letters originally appeared," at 8d66eMive periodi , 
in the coluinns of the Universalist Union. As this little volume may 
fall into the hands of some who did not see the letters in the form 
in which they were fiirst presented to the public, a brief statement 
of the circumstances which called them forth, may be necetsary 
here. 

In the month of February, 18S7, Rev. Mr. Hatfieldj of the Sev- 
enth Presbyterian Church, in New York, took occasion to lecture 
on the subject of Universalism, from the text — Romans vi. 23 1-^ 
" The wages of sin is death," &c. This lecture was replied to^y 
Rev. T. J. Sawyer, in the Orchard street Church, in q^ discourse 
from the same text, which was afterwards puUished in the Uni« 
versalist Union of March 25, 1837, and subsequently issued in a 
pamphlet, entitled—" The Penalty of Sin." 
' A copy of the Union, containing the Sermon, was conveyed to 
Rev. Stephen Remington, then pastor of the Willet street-Church, 
by one of his congregation, with a request that he should notice it 
in his pulpit. Withjhis request Mr. Remington complied^ in tfareo 
lectures, on three successive Sunday evenings.' An experienced 
Reporter was employed, but from some unavoidable circumstan- 
ces, bu^ iniperfect notes wete obtained of the first lecture— the 
second and third were obtained in full. In the progress of their 
dielivery, however, the Trustees of the Willet street Chureh, and 
particularly the " Toung Men of the congregation," became much 
interested in the lectures, and strongly impressed with the great good 
they were doing in pulling down the strong holds of Universalis^a 
and were anxious to extend these benefits to the world at large* 
Meetings were held, the lectures applauded, for their "ofiginali 
lucid and scriptural** arguments, and unanimous reeelutions pi&ssed, 
requesting their immediate publication to *' counteract the delusive 
error" of Universalism. At their cio^e, Mr. Sawyer respectfully 
^quested a copy of the lectures, for the purpose of replying to theni. 
He was informed that the author vtas actively engaged in prepaid 
ing them for the press, and that they 1«ould be out in a woek or 
two, when a printed copy would be cheerfully furnished. It waf 



iv publisher's note. 

deemed adyisable to wait for a certified copy, instead >,of using 
the stenographic notes. 

Week after week passed, but no book appeared. It was under- 
stood that they were put. immediately in the bands of the printer— 
the 6rst lecture printed, or nearly so ; and then, there was an unac« 
countable suspension in the work. Some said that the copy was 
withdrawn— >that the rigor of the Methodist discipline would allow 
jQO preacher to publish any thing to the world unless it had first re- 
4peived the Approbation of the Book Committee, [a kind of Cen- 
^orahip,J or of a Conference. Be this as /it may, the second and 
ihird lecturcsj 91s .published, bear evident marks of " a change" 
jiavjag <* come AVer their spirit,*' when compared with the nolos as 
they were delivered. •* 

. The hook at Jength appeared— aiter some eight or ten weeks— 
A&d a copy was kindly furnished Mr. Sawyer, who reviewed 
it in aeveral lectures on successive Sunday evenings, during 
the wiiUer followmg. It was intended, immediately at the close 
<of IVtr. Sawyer's review, in bis church, to have published in the 
.Union, Mr. Remington's lectures, as he delivered them, that the 
|>ub)ic might compare them ^vith the book ; but a long period of 
sickness with the writer of this article, defeated this purpose; and 
aft»r the unavoidable delay, it was d eemed best to omit them 
entirely. 

It may be thought, by many, that Mr. Remmgton's labors have 
^eceivj^d more attention than they were entitled to. They un- 
'doubteidly have, more than they intrinsically deserved— far more 
thui they could claim, as they were first delivered. But they are 
c9eat.ibrth to the world under the seal and patronage of the Trus- 
.teaa of the Willet street Church, and " the Young Men" of thai 
'** congregation;" and beside, bear marks of foreign aid, and may 
ibe-r^gar^ied as embodying a considerable part of the argument and 
>abuse of the whole Methodist denomination against Universalism. 
^11 these considerations seem to entitle them to a more particular 
pxamimUioii than they would otherwise merit. 

It was Mr* Siiwyer's first intention merely to glance at some of 
.the leading points of the lectures, in a few letters^ through th« 
Unioii, and close the subject, but he has continued them along, at 
h'i» leisure, till th^ number twenty-two letters. If their publica- 
tk>a in the paper, and in this form, shall tend to explode error, and 
^vanpe christiaB truth, their object will have been accomplished. 

MtihYovh, Ma^t 1339. Tax Publuhxr. 



LETTERS 

TO REV. STEPHEN KEMINGTON, IN EKVIEW OF HIS LECTURES OJT 

UNIVERSALISM. 



LETTER I. 



Dear Sir — Several months have elapsed since you delivered iii 
your church, and subsequently published, a series of Lectures on 
Universalism. As you had the kindness- to present me a copy of 
these discourses, I feel under some obligations to express my can- 
did opinion of their merits, I regret, however, that circumstances 
have hitherto prevented me from performing this duty to you and 
the cause of divine truth. But much of my time has been other- 
wise occupied, and besides, I have, till recently, been unable to ob- 
tain a particular volume, which, as it seems to have contributed 
largely to the Lectures before me, I deemed almost indispensable to 
one who should attempt their examination. 

The subject which you, sir, have seen fit to discuss, is I believe 
among the most momentous in the world, and is possessed of an 
interest the most thrilling. I know not what question should com- 
mand the candid attention of every reflecting mind, if it be not that 
which relates to the unending happiness or misery of the human 
race. The temporal interests of communities, the destiny of states 
and empires, and eVen the fortune* of the whole world from its 
commencement to its termination, dwindle into insignificance when 
compared with the weal or wo of one immortal spirit. " What in 
the eye of an intellectual and omnipotent Being," said Coleridge, "is 
the whole sidereal system to the soul of one man for whom Christ 
died?'* And if the spiritual so infinitely transcends the physical^ 
the interests of eternity must equally surpass those of time. He, 
tkerefore, who comes to discuss the prospects of a single soul for 



eternity, should first be impressed with the magnitnde of his sub* 
ject. But when he throws the eternal interests of a world into 
doubt, and begins to question whether countless millions of the hu- 
man race shall not, ultimately, be miserable beyond degree, and 
without end, it seems to me he must be made of sterner stuff than 
ordinarily fftlls to the lot of humanity, if he does not feel that his 
subject is invested with an aw fulness, which forbids not merely 
lightness and trifling, but every thing that is inconsistent with the 
deepest concern. For, flatter ourselves as we may, it is, I should 
hope, impossible for any man even to glance at this question, with- 
out yielding to the conviction that he is personally interested in its 
answer. He may if he can, bar all doubt of his own salvation ; but 
has he no kindred, no friends, no "neighbor*' whom he loves as 
himself, for whose eternal welfare he is solicitous ? Are there 
none of all his race with whom he sympathizes, and whose happi- 
ness or misery hears directly and powerfully upon his own ? It has 
been well said by a divine of our own country, " that the whole hu- 
man family is woven together, in every direction, by the ties of con- 
sanguinity, the bonds of friendship, the cords of love ; so that no 
individual can suffer, without involving many in his wretchedness. 
We were made social creatures ; and so strong is this connexion, 
strengthened and confirmed in so many ways, that it must lift the 
whole race to heaven, or draw it down to hell. Whatever be its 
final destiny, it must be shared by the whole." I have no' occa- 
sion, at present, to urge the conclusion which is here drawn from 
the consideration of man's social nature, but it is well for us ever 
to keep our various and most intimate relations with mankind in 
view when discussing their prospecVs for an everlasting felicity or 
wretchedness. Had this been more generally observed, we have 
reason to think that a different tone and temper would have dis- 
tinguished much that has been written on the subject of man's final 
destiny. Instead of manifesting a kind of gratification on making 
out a convincing or probable argument in favor of the doctrine of 
endless misery, as we have not unfrequently witnessed, the advo- 
cate of a doctrine so little consonant with the dictates of humani- 
ty, would show some tokens of regret and sorrow at the conclusion 
which he felt himself compelled to draw. The celebrated EngUsb 
divine. Dr. Barrow, tells us that in his time "it was nothing, in one 
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brRath, to damn whole churches ; at one push to throw down whole 
natjons into the bottomless pit." At present it is almost a matter 
of glorying if one can, even with the show of probability, damn half 
of the human species ; and what is most unaccountable, is, that the 
splendor and joy of the triumph is scarcely lessened though it be 
obtained at the risk of one's own eternal well being, and at the sa- 
cri6ceof his best hopes for many who are among the dearest and 
most cherished objects of his affection on earth ! 

I offer these remarks for your consideration, sir, because I find on 
the very first page of your boc^, a sentiment that deserves nothing 
less than unqualified reprobation. I allude to the letter of your 
friend Amos Belden, which is introduced to grace your little work 
and perhaps to commend it to the hands and hearts of youj* Metbo* 
dist brethren. I must be permitted to quote a part of this com] 
mendatory epistle, that the reader may judge whether my censure 
be just. Mr. Belden says — 

** Rev. and Dear Sir— Havin(z bad the pleasure of lis- 
teniBg to your serpioos on (Jniversalism recently delivered 
in the Willei sireet church, to crowded and delighted au- 
diences, my own convictions of the originality and ron- 
clusiveness of the arguments there presenred, induce me 
to express the opinion that their publication would pro- 
mote the cause of truth and righteousness.'* 

Of the "originality" exhibited in your Lectures I shall have oc- 
casion to speak hereafter. The "conclusiveness of the arguments 
there presented," I will for a moment concede. But what was the 
object of thesb conclusive arguments ? I reply, to disprove the doc- 
trine of the final holiness and happiness of all men, and to establish 
the opinion that all who have died, or shall die, impenitent and un- 
believers in Jesus Christ, shall be endlessly miserable. And to 
this point your arguments were conclusive. And yet your warm 
and zealous christian friend, Mr. Belden, speaks of " having had 
the PLEASURE of listening" to you, and of your delivering your lec- 
tures " to crowded and delighted audiences." What a subject 
to excite pleasure and delight in the bosom of a christian congre- 
gation ! Had your lectures been delivered in pandemonium, it 
might have been reasonably expected that the prominent views there 
advanced would produce a most sensible pleasure, a most thrilling 
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delight. To the arch-fiend, and to all from him downward? through 
every grade of malignant spirits in that world of poetic fancy, the 
great leading truth set forth with so much originality and conclu- 
siveness of argument in your little volume, that Satan is forever to 
divide the empire with the Almighty, and that the Son of God died 
for millions in vain, must doubtless have come as tidings of victory. 
There might have been a " delighted audience," and more than 
one no doubt could have spoken of ** the pleasure of listening." 
But of a congregation of christians, of those born again, begotten 
of God, of love, of those who have been taught to love even their 
enemies, and to pray for their worst foes ; o " such persons being 
pleased, delighted with such conclusions as those at which you ar- 
rived, I can form no conception. It seems to me utterly and for- 
ever impossible. That Mr. Belden was gratified is certainly within 
the limits of thought, and that there were others in your audience 
who sympathized with him is quite possible. Bat how much of 
common humanity, to say nothing of christian sympathy and be- 
nevolence, was exhibited in that gratification, I leave you to decide. 
Still I cannot withhold a frank avowal of my astonishment that such 
a sentiment should find so conspicuous a place in your volume, and 
obtain even your tacit approbation. I am pained to see a spirit 
thus exhibited which is at so infinite a remove from all the dictates 
of Christianity. If you believe the doctrine of endless misery, as 
an honest man preach it, and preach it faithfully, but in the name of 
all that is sacred and benevolent, let us never hear an expression 
from mortal lips on this subject that savors of gratification, or indi- 
cates the slightest emotion of pleasure and delight. 

I am glad that you do not sympathize with many of your breth- 
ren in an affected contempt of the doctrine of Universalism. On 
this point you have spoken in your preface in a manner that I can 
fully approve. You say — 

** I am fully aware that there are various and conflict- 
ing opinions on the subject of religious controversy.— 
Some think that there are errors prevalent in our day 
ivhich ought not to be noticed in so formal a manner, lest 
by so doing we make them prominent and popular; but I 
have not so learned religious obligation. The faithful 
servant of God is set for the defence of the gospel, and it 
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is his Imperative duty to expose all dangerous heresies and 
earnestly contend for the faith once delivered to the saints. 
To omit this is to omit his duty, and to be an unworthy 
watchman U()on the walls of Zion. Universalism I be- 
lieve to be a very insinuating and dangerous doctrine. It 
is to be feared that it has ruined souls both in time and 
eternity. It may rum more; and it doubtless will unless 
its progress be arrested. Upon this subject I fear we have 
already been too long silent. While we have been sleep- 
ing on our posts the enemy has been diligently sowing his 
tares. The minds of many of our youth have been poi- 
soned and corrupted by this deadly opiate. And shall we 
still continue silent. God forbid ! Let us lift up our voice 
like a trumpet, and sound an alarm. Let us cry aloud 
and spare not. Let us persevere, and never give up the 
contest till God shall crown our efforts with complete and 
triumphant victory." 

This I like. It is valiant ; it is right. If you believe Universal- 
ifiin to be an insinuating and dangerous doctrine ; if you think it 
has ruined souls in time and eternity, and that it will ruin more ; if 
the minds of many of our youth are poisoned and corrupted by it, 
and the poison is still spreading, your duty, and the duty of eveiy 
man who agrees with you in your opinions and fears, is very plain. 
You must expose and refute it. 

But you suggest that some of your brethren are unwilling to no- 
tice Universalism in a formal manner, lest by so doing they should 
make it prominent and popular. Be it so *, the policy is obviously 
bad, since it manacles the hand that should be free to resist every 
encroachment of fatal error. You have well said that upon the 
subject of Universalism you and your brethren have already been 
too long silent. But bad as this policy is, it is the best the case 
admits. lam, therefore, not inclined to yield implicit credence to 
the pretension that Universalism is so contemptible as to deserve 
no formal notice, or that it possesses so peculiar a character, that 
although as false as perjury, it is destined to gain victories in an 
open encounter, or under a full examination. Can you persuade 
yourself, sir, that your brethren are so far behind their age as to 
believe that truth is likely to be the loser in a grapple with enort 
Were they confident of wielding " the sword of the spirit,'* they 
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would have no occasion to sbnn religious controversy, and least of 
all would they shield themselves under the affected fear of makiog 
falsehood popular by exposing it. No, sir, there are some among 
you who well know the danger of examining Universalism. They 
are fully aware that the best mode of staying its progress is to rep- 
resent it as unworthy of notice, to speak of it as very insinuating 
and very dangerous* and thus to bring into discredit and contempt 
what it would be unsafe to examine. Whether you have been alto- 
gether judicious in assailing this " dangerous doctrine," time alone 
can determine, but you certainly deserve praise for your zeal, though 
it be not wholly according to knowledge. Better undoubtedly it 
would be for the cause of truth were your brethren to follow your 
example. Rest assured, sir, Universalists have no fears for the re- 
sult. 

Hereafter I shall trouble you with occasional remarks upon your 

lectures. Do not understand, however, that I am to subject every 

argument you have introduced to a rigid examination. There are 

reasons which must excuse me from assuming so ungrateful a task. 

Meanwhile I remain yours, &«. 

Thomas J. Sawyer. 



LETTER II. 

Dear Sir—While I commend you for openly attacking Univer- 
salism, if you believe it to be so insinuating and dangerous as you 
represent it, I cannot withhold my approbation of the course of 
conduct pursued by your immediate friends, and particularly by 
the members of your society. Your lectures were delivered at the 
instance of one of your own church, and were published by request 
of the board of your Trustees, of a large meeting of the young 
men of your congregation, and of Mr. Amos Belden. Seldom in- 
deed has any thing against Universalism been issued from the press 
with so wide an approval. It is true, your zealous Trustees solicit- 
ed them for publication before they were all delivered, but that 
circumstance only shows the unbounded confidence which they re- 
posed in your ability, and " the pleasure and delight" they antici- 
pated you would diffuse by giving them to the public. But the 
seal of your young men is deserving of all pi'aise, and I cannot re- 
sist the temptation to insert here the most important part of their 
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proceedings. Here follow the preamble and resolutions whicli 
they passed : 

** We the young men of ihis church and congr€»gaiion, 
believing (he docirine of Universalwm lo be br><h a rlaa- 
geroiis and fatal' error ; that its propasiation can do no 
good, bill rnuf'h evil ; that many (especially the ytmng) 
have been, and still are, deluded by it, in consequence of 
which their salvation has been prevented, and matiy souls 
forever rninel ; and believinu; that the lectures recetjtly 
prea'thed in this church ag/iinst said doctrine by iho Rev* 
Stephen Refiiinijton are calculated to counteract the in- 
fluence of this delusive error, an«l, we hope, corivir.ce the 
unconvinced of its fallacy, and prevent many from falling 
under its deceptive influence — Therefore, 

Resolved^ That we express our heartfelt graiiiiide to our 
beloved pastor; for the ori^^inal, lucid and scriptural refuta- 
tion of the doctrine of Universalism preached to us in a 
course of lectures on the last three Sabbath evenings 

Resolved, That in bur opinion it is very desirable to 
have these lectures pubjished, believing as we do that 
their publication would be a lasting benefit to the mo- 
ral interests of mankind/* 

For the zeal and promptness of your young men in seconding so 
cordially your exertions against the insinuating and fatal error of 
Universalism, I feel high respect. Were there more of it in the 
religious world, I should not only be better pleased, but should be 
induced to yield a more ready credence to the professions of the 
advocates of endless misery., But the knowledge they exhibit in 
this preamble and these reriohitions does not I presume equal their 
zeal. They talk of [Jniversalism as though they were familiar with 
it, and yet it may be reasonably doubted if they know any thing 
more of it than you have communicated in these lectures. It may 
be reasonably doubted whether five of the whole number ever read 
aUniversnIist work, even the sermon which called forth your lec^ 
tures, in their lives. Still they have no hesitation in expressing 
their belief that it has prevented the salvatitm of many, and ruined 
«onls forfever ! They believe that the preaching of it can do no 
good, but much evil. But theire is something almost amusing in 
the manner they speak of your " original^ lucid and scriptural re*' 



fvttaiSon of the doctrine of Universalism.*^ Very grateful no dou^ 
it is to feel conscious of deserving such praise ; but unmerited com* 
mendation looks too much like flattery to be pleasing to an enlar- 
ged and noble mind. 

I must in honesty confess, sir, that I have met in the perusal of 
your book with some painful disappointments. It has not fully 
answered my expectations, although I never indulged in those 
which bordered on the impossible or the extravagant. Your friends 
spoke of the originality of your arguments, and of your original re* 
futation of Universalism. Had they i-ead half as many works 
against Universalism, as I have found it in the way of my duty to 
do, they would probably have omitted this part of their commenda- 
tion. Yet it would gratify me much to see an original argument 
against this doctrine. Truly refreshing would it be to my mind to 
be taxed with the exciting labor of examining some new view, or 
of solving some new difficulty. It is tiresome almost beyond ex- 
pression to be under the necessity of answering again and again, 
not only for ** seventy times seven," but for seven hundred times 
seventy, stale objections to the universality of grace and salvation 
through Jesus Christ. But so it is ; and I must be indebted to the 
keener perception of your friends for the traces of originality in the 
lectures before me. 

But if I have been disappointed in seeking for originality, I have 
not succeeded better in another respect. In your preface you tell 
us that " in preparing these lectures you have availed yourself of 
help from every source within your r^ach." The very announce*- 
ment awoke expectation. Universalism has for the last twenty or 
thirty years been considerably discussed in the United States.— 
Many volumes have appeared on both sides of the question, and 
are easily obtained. Some learning and much labor have been ex- 
pended in assailing and defending the doctrine under consideration. 
These sources are withm the reach of every one who^will avail him- 
self of their proffered aid. Judge of my astonishment then, wh^n 
on reading your lectures, your boasted " help from every source 
within your reach," was discovered to be drawn, freely it is true, 
but exclusively from three or four solitary authors I And these^ 
it may be observed, are all ministers of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church. Whether Edwards, and Stsong,. and FuUec, and. Stuact,. 



13 

And Ely, and others of the same character are beyond your reacby 
lam unable to say. but of this I feel confident, that they^have not 
contributed, directly at least, to the treasury of '' things new and 
old" from which you have drawn. Pi rtiups the Calvinism of these 
authors unfitted them for rendering you any aid ; perhaps, loo, you 
were not so familiar with them as to make them easily serviceable. 
But it is vain to speculate. The fact I think will not be disputed, 
that Timothy Merritt, Dr. Fisk and Luther Lee, with a single serr 
rao» by O. Scott, constitute the only sources whence you have de- 
rived any considerable aid, or to whom you acknowledge yourself 
under obligations. 

But if your reading was so limited on your own side of the ques- 
tion, it appears to have been still more so on the part of the doc- 
trine which you attacked. I have read your work with due atten- 
tion and care, and hitherto I have sought in vain for a single trace 
that would lead one to suspect that you had ever read more op the 
aide of Universalism than one solitary sermon, " The Penalty of 
Sin," so called, which was made the occasion, as well as, in a 
manner, the object of your late attack. This circumstance I regard 
as most unfortunate. When a man is about to write or preach 
against the opinions of any sect of christians or set of men, he is 
undoubtedly at liberty to " avail himself of h^lp from every source 
within his reach,'.' or to select one or two favorite authors, or to re- 
ject them all with contempt. One is under no obligations to bor- 
row from his predecessors. But it seems- to me he is not entirely 
free from obligation to make himself tolerably well acquainted with 
the opinions which he attempts to refute. The wise man hath 
Baid, " he that nnswereth a n^ittrr before he heareth it, it is folly 
and shame to him." It avails nothing to explode an opinion which 
no one holds. It is rank i-njustice, to mi-* re present, either through 
culpable ignorance or ill dosign, the doctrines of a sect or the sen- 
timents of an individual.. Nor is it safe to rely e<i licitly on the 
testimony of opposers for information on such a subject. I do not 
doubt that Mr. Merritt and Mr. Lee and Dr. Fi!«k are men of re- 
spectable talents and attainments; but I do very much doubt their 
qualrfictttions for giving an impartial exposition of Universalism.— 
Yet it is to them you seem to be indebted for almost all you know 
•a the subject. Of the writings of Universalists themselves yoia 
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have read indeed one n^rmon ! And this is the UlHma Thvlej so 
far at least as yonr lectures give any token, of your investijBrations 
among the most legitimate sources. I would express my astonish" 
ment at such a proceeding, were it not a matter of so common oc- 
currence with the opposers of the truth of God, that it has ceased 
to astonish. Were I to assail the doctrines of the Methodist Epis- 
copal Church, you would prohably think it incumbent on me first to 
acqu/iint myself with them — and that not by the means of common 
fame, nor from the representations of avowed opposers, but by 
consulting your own standard writers. The golden rule I leave 
you to apply yourself. I am, sir, 

Yours, &c". Thos. J. Sawyer. 



LETTER III. 

Dear Sir — Your lectures appear to be a reply to a nermon writ* 
ten by myself, and entitled * The Penalty of Sin.' I cannot 
therefore but feel some little surprise at the space you occupy, and 
still more at the method you adopt in order to refute the opinions 
advanced in that discourse. Is it indeed, sir, so difficult a task to 
prove the doctrine of endless misery ? Does it require so much 
labor to refute a single argument of Universal istn ? 

The Sermon to which you have offered a reply was certainly not 
designed to darken counsel, or to involve the subject on which it 
treated in difficulties. On the contrary, it was my earnest endea- 
vor to present it in a plain and intelligible manner, and I flatter 
myself that my efforts were not altogether unsuccessful. 

The text had just before been employed by the Rev. Mr. Hat- 
field for the purpose of proving that the penalty of sin was eternal 
death, or in other words, endless misery. Undoubtedly, if this doc- 
trine makes a part of revelation, our text must be regarded as one 
of its chief supports. This seems to be conceded on all sides« If 
the Bible, then, teaches that the penalty of the divine law is eter- 
nal death, Romans vi. 23, must prove it. If this passage does not 
prove it, it cannot be proved from the volume of inspiration, and is 
therefore not entitled to our belief. The question, therefore, which 
was discussed in the sermon to which you have replied, seems to 
me a most weighty and important one, viz., Can the doctrine that 
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eternal death is the penahy of God*8 law be proved from Rom. vi. 
23 7 

I indulged the hope that should any. one attempt a refutation of 
that sermon, he would confine himsplf to the question at issue. If 
God has indeed threatened man with endless misery, it is to be pre- 
BUTsed that it can be shown from the divine word. You ou^lit to 
be able to placo your finger on the passage which contains such an 
awful menace. 

I am aware, and your lectures show that you are also aware, 
that this is not so easily done. You havo not, and T presume that 
you dare not, hazard your cause by a simple and single nppenl to 
the Scriptares. You know that you cannot prove the doctrine 
which you advocate, from the text that you have ploced at the 
head of your lectures. Had it been otherwise, it would not have 
required such a volume as you have furnished us, to have refuted 
the plain and unsophisticated ars:ument contained in my sermon. 
It wt>old not have been necessary for you to have traversed the 
whole field of controversy between Universalists and Limitarians ; 
you would not have found it convenient to discuss subjects so irrel- 
evant as are many of those which help to make out your book.— 
The simple question is " Can you 'prove from Romans vi. 23, or 
any other passage or passages of the divine record^ that eternal 
death is the penalty of sinf* If you can accomplish this, your 
work is done, and the controversy between Universalists and Lim- 
itarians is ended. 

But what is the method which you were pleased to adopt ? It 
is one very well calculated to mislead your auditors and readers, a 
method by which the main question — the only question, was care- 
fully kept out of sight, while yoiv were displaying your prowess in 
the miraculous defeat of all opposers in every other quarter. You 
abandoned the very citadel of Limitarianism, if any citadel it has, 
that you might carry a few of the most unimportant outworks of 
Universalism — outworks, too, which you could not retain when 
they were yours, and which were perfectly useless while in your 
possession. Such has been the success of your arms! But let ub 
glance at the method of your argument. 

lu your first lecture you attempt to harmonize the existence of 
moral and natural evil with the administration of the moral gov- 
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ernment of God. You attempt to contrast the views entertainod 
by Universalists on this subject with your own, and show at least 
to your own satisfaction, that Univcrsalist opinions are utterly er- 
roneous and indeed shockingly blasphemous. But did it ever occur 
to you, sir, to a«k yourself what all this has to do with the subject 
before you ? Suppose that Universalists do err egregiously in their 
views of the origin of ntoral evil, and that they cannot harmonize the 
existence of such evil with the moral government of God, does that 
prove that man is threatened by his Maker with eternal d^alh ? Does 
it funii$th even a presumption against the final holiness and happiness 
of all mankind? Suppose that you could establish the Weslcyan 
doctrine o^ free will or free moral agency^ and could prove that 
Universalists embrace undisguised fatalism, would this help your 
interpretation of Romans vi. 23 ? or would it furnish a particle of 
evidence that God has threatened man with endless misery ? I 
must confess that I sec no connexion between these subjects. And 
yet your first lecture is wholly employed in this way. 

But I will give you credit for more discrimination than these re« 
marks would seem to imply. You very well knew that your first 
lecture, although it had nothing to do with the text which you pla- 
ced at its head, or with the sermon to which you were avowedly 
replying, c\-as still a very important part of your labor. It gave 
you an opportunity of holding up Universalism and Universalist* 
in a ridiculous if not an abhorrent light, and that -was better for 
your cause than the best argument at your command. Some of 
your misrepresentations of our faith I shall find opportunity to ex- 
pose hereafter, but for the present let us confine ourselves to your 
method of reasoning. 

In your second lecture you attempt to reconcile "endless death 
— the full penalty of the divine law, or punishment of sin — with 
the administration of God," and to show it to be scriptural. Would 
it not have been a better arrangement, sir, to have shown it to be 
scriptural ly true in the first place, and then if necessary have recon- 
ciled it with the government of God ? But let us glance at the 
particular steps of your argument. After having premised that the 
penalty of sin is in the text and other passages of scripture calledl 
death, you attempt to show, 

** FiT9U That this penalty of the law of God which is 
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(he profyer punishment of sin, has not been nor is it folly 
executed in ihis life upon the transgressor. 

Second^ That this inevitable penalty will be executed 
upon the finally impenitent in a future state of existence. 
Thirds That its execution will result in their endless 
punishment." 

There is something rather curious in this arrangement of your 
labor. It may have been the best for your cause that could be adop 
ted, but I cannot think it the most ready way to attain the truth.— 
If you can prove that the penalty of sin is endless death, let this 
be done, and done at once. The advantages of such a course are, 
it appears to me, numerous, and of a character to command atten- 
tion. Instead, however, of attempting the main question, you very 
shrewdly undertake in your first proposition to show that the pen- 
alty of the law of God has not been, nor is it fully executed in this 
Jife upon the transgressor. Why not first prove, sir, that the pen- 
alty o: the law of God is endless death, and then it will be unne- 
cessary to prove that it is not inflicted in this life. With all their 
ignorance and stupidity, you will find no Universalists who would 
be anxious to contend against you that endless death is suffered in 
time ! 

But guppose I should grant, as many Universalists are quite rea- 
dy to do, that your first proposition is true, how far I ask would 
that advance you toward your grand conclusion ? Would it famish 
any proof that the penalty of sin is eternal death ? I can very well 
conceive of future punishment without being forced to believe in 
endless misery. But let us glance at the management of your first 
]»roposition. To evolve the truth which you suppose it contains; 
you take the following positions : 

"1. The punishment of the first sin was threatened to 
be'deaih. God said to Adam. * In the day thou eatest 
thereof thou shall surely die.' Gen. ii. 17. 

2. This threatening was not executed upon man to the 
uttermost in the day on which he sinned, but was suspen- 
ded for a time, to give him another trial for eternal life." 

And you add, with the greatest imaginable simplicity and truth, 
that " to establish this position it is necessary that we uaderstand 
in what this death consisted." 

This is admirable 1 But still yoa are right: for how can you 
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know that the threatened penalty was not inflicted till you know 
what that penalty was? Now to determine this point is in fact the 
great object, and ought to have been the only object, of your lec- 
tures. But it so happens with your logic that the condusion which 
you were to arrive at only through the discussion of three distinct 
propositions, must, forsooth, be foisted in before you can establish 
even the first, and " is necessary" to make one of your premise» / 
I cannot sufiBiciently express my admiration of this proceeding. — 
Here we have a sermon of more than seventy pages to prove that 
the execution of the penalty of God's law will result in the endless 
punishment of the wicked ; and yet you cannot take a single step 
in your argument until you have assumed that this penalty is the 
very thing that so protracted a discussion was to prove .' 

But the method you adopt to understand in what the threatened 
penalty consisted, is also deserving of notice. You attempt to show 
that the Universalist views of it are incorrect, and then very good- 
naturedly take it for granted that your own are true. Perhaps had 
you been able to show that this penalty consisted in endless death, 
your auditors and readers could have inferred for themselves that 
the Universalist is in error. But there is some sleight of hand in 
this part of your labors which I shall find it necessary to examine, 
but must for the present confin"^ myself to your general argument. 

Your second proposition in this lecture, in which you labor to prove 
that "this inevitable penalty will be inflicted upon the finally impen- 
itent in a future state of existence," is really a matter of curiosity. 
In the first place, it is necessarily implied in your first proposition. 
If you have proved that the penalty of God's law has not been, nor 
is fully executed in this life, it follows of course — at least according 
to the belief of Universalists, who never question the justice of 
God — that it will be inflicted in a future state of being. You mig)it, 
therefore, had you reposed any confidence in your first proposition, 
have spared yourself all the quotations you have made from Mer- 
ritt and Lee on the second. But ifjt were most unconditionally 
granted that there is a future punishment for the wicked, will you 
be good enough to inform me, what it has to do with endless mise- 
ry, the doctrine which you wish to prove ? It seems to me you 
might with safety have greatly economized your quotations, or 
wholly omitted them. 
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We now come to your third proposition, in which you are to 
•show that the infliction of the penahy will result in the endlea^ 
punishment of the wicked. This is the all important subject of 
your lectures, and after wasting more than one half of your volume 
in preliminaries which are altogether unnecessary, and so far as I 
can perceive, useless, I am glad to find you at last entering in ear- 
nest upon the labor before you. But here again I am doomed to 
disappointment. I had hoped to see an exposition of your text. I 
had anticipated some proof that the word death there used by in- 
spiration means eternal, or as you say, endless death. Instead of 
this, however, we have Dr. Johnson and Webster's definitions of 
eternal and everlasting. We have Mr. Groves' definition of aio- 
nios, and Dr. Clarke's remarks upon the Hebrew olam and the 
Greek aion. Then comes the same author's declamation upon 
Matt. XXV. 46, all borrowed from Luther Lee, and this is followed 
by Rev. Mr. Merritt's admirable exposition of Jude 7, borrowed by 
Mr. Merritt from Rev. O. Scott. To all this you add nine distinct 
arguments, drawn chiefly from Mr. Merritt and Mr. Lee, to prove 
that the wicked will be punished endlessly, and these of course are 
fortified by the whole class of Scripture texts which the advocates 
of that doctrine have quoted time out of mind in favor of their dar^ 
ling h. pothesis, and which Universalists have explained again and 
again without being heard or noticed by their adversaries. We are 
told that if the punishment of the wicked were not endless, they 
might still be the subjects of prayer. But their case is hopeless, 
*• their worm dieth not, and the fire is not quenched." We are 
told that the Scriptures draw a contrast between the condition of 
the righteous and the wicked which extends to eternity. The right- 
eous go away into life eternal and the wicked into torment eternaL 
But I have not time even to mention the various arguments upon 
which you rely for the support of your doctrine. Suffice it l^o say 
we have nothing original here, and I suspect nothing conclusive. 

One thing is quite worthy of rotice. Through the whole of your 
first and second lectures, occupying more than three fourths of your 
book, there is scarcely a mention of your text, and not the slightest 
legitimate attempt to furnish your readers with its interpretation I 
And this, too, in a formal reply to an exposition of this passage of 
scripture .' 



The object of your third and last lecture is to contrast the gift of 
Crod which is eternal life, with the wages of sin which is death, 
and you clo»e your labors with a number of objections against Uni- 
versalism. You tell us that in this lecture you shall confine your- 
■elf to the latter division of your text — ** the gift of God is eter- 
nal life through Jesus Christ our Lord." Here you inquire : 

•* 1. What are we to understand by eternal life ? 
^2. By what proof we know (hat it is the gift of God. 
3. We shall inquire to whom is it given.*' 

This appears to me a strange way of proving that the wagps of 
sin is endless death. But you are certainly at liberty to pursue 
your own course. 

On page 115, my eyes are gladdened by the sight of these long- 
ed-for words, ** We now come to consider our text, * For the wages 
of sin is death, but the gift of God is eternal life through Jesus 
-Christ our Lord.* '* But, alas ! with your eye resting on a clear refu- 
tation of the oft-repeated but groundless assertion, that since death is 
here contrasted with eternal life it must therefore mean eternal 
death, you reiterate the absurdity and pass on. This consideration 
of your text, including two or three short quotations, is extended 
to a fraction over twenty lines ! — and the conclusion is as clear as 
vour assertion can make it, that as "eternal life is an eternal union 
with God in glory," " its opposite must be an eternal separation 
from God, which is endless death" ! 

But I am tired, and I doubt not my reader is also. Let any man 
who has the patience, read my sermon on the penalty of sin, and 
then carefully peruse your lectures in reply, and candidly answer 
his own heart whether he there finds either a refutation of my ali- 
gnment or an exposition of your text. I cannot avoid the convic- 
tion that whatever else you have done, you have not attempted to 
discuss the question properly in debate. In my next I shall return 
to the consideration of your first lecture. 

I am, with due respect, yours, 

THOMiks J. Sawyer. 
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LETTER IV. 

Dear Sir^-Aoeordixtg to an intimation in my last, I now proceed 
to offer some remarks on yonr first lecture. As you have wholly 
occupied yourself in this lecture, however, on an inquiry altogether 
aside from the proper subject of discussion, it is by no means ne- 
cessary for jne to follow you. But it is necessary to point out an 
egregious mistake into which you fall in the N-ery outset, and on 
which the whole lecture is predicated. » 

The object of this lecture as stated at its head, is to harmonize 
the existence of Tnoral and natural evil with the administration of 
the moral government of God. This design soon fades away, how- 
ever, into an attempt to show the superiority of Wesleyanism over 
Universalism, in accounting for the existence of evil in the moral 
universe. There is something really amusing in the sober efforts 
we here see to convince Universalists that man is actually a moral 
and accountable being ! At the same time it is humiliating to ob- 
serve a professed teacher of the people- standing forth and making 
such an exhibition of his most profound ignorance of the subject 
which he attempts to discuss .' 

But it may be interesting to see what conceptions you have of 
Universalism, or rather what kind of Universalism you propose to 
examine and refute. I shall therefore quote your account of them 
entire. You say — 

•• We may remark that there are two classes of Univer- 
salists. 1. Restorationists. These believe in the moral 
liberty of man* and in a future state of rewards and pun- 
jshmeafs ; but deny that future punishment will be end- 
less, and assert that it will bring about repentance and 
final holiness. 2. The other class of Universalists, which 
will form the subject of this discourse, are called non-Tetri' 
hutionists* They deny a general judgment at the last day^ 
and believe that all the dead will hav^ a resurrection to 
eternal life and happiness. They also hold that God has 
made man what he is, by a train of events which have 
b«falleQ him, and that the powers with which he is en- 

2 
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eadowed hare been cslled into action by the force of cir- 
cum8taDee», or by the iofiaence of surrounding objects, 
^hich are designedirresistibly to control his impulses and 
to determine the moral quality of his actions. Of conse- 
quence, they deny the free moral agency ofmanJ*^ 

Were I persuaded that you had taken any suitable pains to in- 
form yourself on the subject of UniVersalist opinions, I should feel 
indignant at such a gross misrepresentation of them. But of thi& 
fortunately you have afforded no evidence. Your lectures through- 
out display just such a knowledge of Universalism as a very hasty 
perusal of your three or four favorite authors might furnish to a 
mind which was too intent on victory to be very solicitous for the 
truth. But think not^ sir, that I am disposed to exculpate you from 
all blame on the plea of ignorance. By no means. I would have 
you remember that he whoutteis an untruth, or bears false witness- 
against his neighbor, from having employed no means to acquaint 
himself with the truth, although be may perhaps be destitute of 
malice, stands nex^t in guilt to him who deliberately utters a known 
i^lsehood. 

In the above definition of Universalism, it will be observed there 
is no mention of Christ or of the grace of God. Among the Resto^ 
rationists *•' future punishment" seems to hold the place and per- 
form the office of a Savior; for you tell us " thcv assert that it will 
bring about repentance and final holiness." And as to the other 
class of Universalists it would seem that they arc not and never 
were in any need of a Redeemer. They are called, you say, non- 
reiributionists. By whom? Do they take this name upon them- 
frslves, or is it generally given them by others? If I am not mis- 
taken, thi* must constitute one feature of the " originality" dis- 
played in your lectures, of which your friends speak in such high 
terras. But what are non-retributionistB ? ^ If the word has any 
meaning, it must signify those who believe in no retribution, or pun- 
ishment. And such seems to be the sense in which you employ it ; 
for you proceed to say that " they hold that God has made man 
what he is by a train of events ; that he is subjected to circumstan- 
ces and the influence of surrounding objects, which are designed 
irresistibly to control his impulses and to determine the moral qual- 
ity of his action?," and that " they deny the free moral agency of 
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wow." Of course, man i» not accountsible, oimI consequenily tbey 
are non'retributionisls. 

The origin of this idea may be found perhaps in one of .the dis 
courses of Dr. Fisk, which fortunately was within your reach, and 
of which you seem to have availed yourself. True, the Doctor does 
not call Univcrsalists non-retributiomstSf but he asserts that most 
of them are fatalists, and all ought to be ; and argues with ail the 
clearness of the old schoolmen, that^n their principles there should 
be no punishment at all. You have only perfected what was so well 
begun, and believing them all to be fatalists you call them n<>n- 
retributionists. I am aware there is a trifling inconsistency run- 
ning throughout your lectures ; for while you call Univcrsalists by 
tbis name, you constantly speak of their believing in sin and punish- 
ment, and even' spurn their faith as " a Christless system,^" because 
they believe with Paul, that "he thatdoeth wrong shall receive for 
the wrong which he hath done, and there is no respect of Jiersons." 
But in this instance, you have the example of your Coryphaeus, Dr. 
Fisk, before you. He tells us with rather more dignity than truth, 
that " the more general motto now [among Univcrsalists] is, What 
ever is,, is right. Every thing is according to the will of God." 
And yet under the influence of a most treacherous memory he makes 
this acknowledgement. " We have been told in this desk again and 
again that all men will suffer to the full extent of their crimes ; and 
this sentiment is taught by most modem Universalist preachers, and 
by almost all their, periodical publications." . What short-sighted 
mortals Univcrsalists must be, to contend that there is no sin,— 
whiaitever ««, is right,— and yet affirm that all men will be punished 
to the full extent of their crimes ! I do not wonder that Dr. Fisk's 
wrath is excited ; I only wonder that he will waste the energies of 
his very acute mind in ferreting out and exposing such unspeakable 

folly. . 

But let me ask how much truth there is in this broad charge of 
fatalism, preferred against Universalists by Dr. Fisk, and repeated 
with additions by Mr. Remington. • Is it true that all or most of the 
Universalists in this country are fatalists? The answer to this 
question must depend on the meaning of the word.. Xf such men 
as Edwards and Toplady, and Crombieand Dewar, avetfatalists, if 
theyariouB Calvinistic churches throughout the world are fatalists, 
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then I suppose a portion of Universalists must be content to go un- 
der the same opprobrious title ; for a portion of thetn are originally 
from the Calvinistic ranks, and have brought along with them their 
peculiar opinions on this subject. . But that all or most of them are 
BO, is most pointedly denied. I believe thai the larger part of our 
denomination adopts the doctrine of liberty in opposition to that of 
necessity. True, they do not hold man to be such a free agent as 
he is sometimes represented ; so free that even God himself can 
have no influence over him, but that which physical omnipotence 
confers ; so free indeed that the Almighty can do nothing with him 
but damn him for ever. In short, Univ'ersalists do not believe in a 
freedom which may bid defiance to the Creator, and thwart every 
plan of his government and every wish of his heart. 

Oh this subject the Universalist denomination is in a condition 
similar to that of the Episcopal Church. The opinions of liberty 
and necessity are both tolerated, and with respect to freedom men 
are left free. It has been, and still is, felt that it is a question not 
easily solved. We know that mighty minds have been employed 
on both sides in its discussion. It 'is not yet settled, and there is 
no prospect that it will soon be. It is attended with dangers on 
both sides. Sometimes the doctrine of necessity has been urged so 
far as to reduce man to a iflere machine, and annihilate moral char 
acter and accountability. Sometimes the doctrine of liberty or free 
will has been driven to such extremes as to question and even deny 
the foreknowledge of the Deity, and in effect to prove destructive 
of the divine government, if not fatal to the truth of the divine ex- 
istence. On such a subject, moderation and candor are peculiarly 
needful. Perhaps under their influence both parties might be led 
to think more favorably of each other; for it is not only possible, 
but I think quite probable, that both have embraced essential truth 
in part, and in part fierhaps rejected it. The sovereignty of Grod, 
and the freedom of the human will may both be true, and in a man- 
ner which we are yet unable to comprehend, perfectly harmonious. 

Had I time it would please me to inquire into the nature and eTL- 
tent o£ man's free moral agency a.B generally held and taught by 
the disciples of John Wesley, they boast much of this feature of 
their creed, and sometimes speak as if it relieved them from all 
embarrassment and helped them at once 
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'* To justify the ways of God to mftn." 

Such is the langua^ of your first lecture. But, sir, will you have 
the goodness to inform me how long this free moral agency is to 
continue ? Does it live separate beyond the grave, or is it like tlie 
Gorgon, called Probation by Dr. Pond, confined exclusively to this 
life ? But if it acts only here, is man to be a machine in the world 
to come— a n^achine such as you ascribe to the fatalist in this pre- 
sent state ? And is it so, then, that thus far in the history of the 
world this boasted freedom has proved to ninety-nine in every huu" 
dred but *' a snare and a trap,!* which has only secured their ever- 
lasting misery ? In short, has it been but a stepping stone to a fa- 
talism the darkest and most hopeless t Or if this moral freedom 
is to exist beyond the present life and forever, will you ask Dr. 
Fiak to inform the world what necessity there is for Universalism 
to be founded solely on predestination ? May not men be saved 
without any violation of thenr freedom ? 

I have now spoken on the only point in your first lecture which 
seems to me to demand attention. With your argument for man's 
free moral agency against fatalism, I have nothing to do. I am 
not a fatalist : Universalists are not fatalists, nor non-retribution- 
ists, whatever yourself and Dr. Fisk may affirm to the contrary. 
I am with all due respect, yours, 

Thomas 'J. Sawyer. 



LETTER V. 

Dear sir — I admire the candor you exhibit in saying that you 
have stated the views of Universalists as you understand themj 
and in pleading thai if you have misrepresented them it is not to 
be attributed to design, but " unavoidably results from the discor- 
dant opinions of Universalists themselves." That is, Universalists, 
** as you understand them," are ^IfatalistSf and deny that man is 
the author of. his own actions and character ; but if this be not the 
fact you wash yourjiands from all the guilt of misrepresentation ; 
bocaxise, foriootbi there are discordant opinions amang them ! But 
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how happens it, sir, that while there are, as you say, ** almost as 
many theories as there are societies or ministers among them,'* you 
should unhesitatingly accuse them all of downright fatalism, and 
argue against them solely on that ground ? Did this " unavoidably 
.result from the discordant opinions among Universalists them- 
selves" ? I cannot but think, that if such an endless diversity of 
sentiment exists among Universalists, it would have been fair at 
least to have mentioned the circumstance while giving an outline of 
their opinions. 

But where did you learn that Universalism is so exceedingly mul- 
tiform, while Universalists themselves are believers in the most 
rigid fatalism ? Not from their own works, I suspect ; for, as I 
have before intimated, these are obviously not very familiar to^our 
mind. A single sermon is, I believe, the only Universalist produc- 
tion, which your lectures discover any trace of having been read by 
you ! Fortunately, "however, your excellent friend, Dr. Fisk, w^as at 
hand and furnished you with the very information you needed. — 
This distinguished author said about ten years since, that "like the 
Hydra of antiquity, this system has many heads, find when one is 
cut off there are others left, and when these are assailed, the former 
springs out anew." He lamented that " if one would attack it, he 
hardly knows what to attack ; he finds it a very Proteus." While, 
as Dr. Fisk affirms, " Universalism is founded on predestination;" 
and while "it is a fact which, it is presumed, will not be denied, that 
most of the Universalists through our country are fatalists, and 
those who are not are evidently ignorant of their system" — it seems 
a little strange I confess that he could find nothing stable in it, and 
hardly knew what to attack. But it is still more strange that with 
his glaring inconsistencies before you, you should not only see them 
not, but actually copy them, and after having repeated and added to 
his misstatement relative to the fatalism of Universalists, you 
should go on to quote from his pages the following words : ** Some 
expect to be saved through the infinite meritsof Christ ; and others 
because of the- trifling demerit of sin. One expects irresistible 
grace here will draw him, anoth^that irresistible justice hereafter 
will drive him, to holiness and heaven. .This one talks of free 
agency, another of fatality," &c. It mutt be confessed, however, 
that you deserve groat praise for the original and Bummary method 
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you have adopted. Notwithstanding all tliat Dr. Fisk an<l you 
yourself have said of the •** confusion worse confounded*' which ex- 
ists among the opinions of Universalists, you reduce them all in a 
trice, as by some magic process, into graceless fatalism, and then 
with one throw of fhe sling of free agency, you annihilate the dark 
mass forever .' 

But let lis turn our attention more particularly to your second 
Idcture. There is one statement in the early part of this lecture, 
which deserves and merits attention, and which might have been 
appropriately introduced in my last letter. You speak of tho im- 
portant principle of the divine government " which recognizes man 
as a free moral agent;" and affirm that God "will never deprive him 
of this necessary constituent of his moral nature for the purpose of 
making him either holy and happy, or sinful and miserable." This, 
Mr. Remington, is a statement of some importance, and I therefore 
presume you did not make it hastily, though I nm ready to acknow- 
ledge my conviction at the same time that you are but very imper- 
fectly aware of the consequences to which it must legitimately lead 
you. You are a warm, and if the , above statement was made un- 
derstandingly, a consistent advocate of man's moral freedom. But 
did you ever dream, sir, that this doctrine is subversive of your 
whole theory of the penalty of sin, and of the administration of the 
divine government toward man as a sinner ? 

You say that man is recognized as a free moral agent ; that this 
moral agency is a necessary constituent of his moral nature ; and 
that God will never deprive him of it for the purpose of making 
him either holy and happy, or sinful and miserable. It follows of 
course that man cannot be holy or sinful during any portion of his 
existence^ either-in time or eternity, only in accordance with his 
own free moral agency- He forms his own moral character, and 
may change it at his pleasure. If this be true, the popular doctrine 
of " no change after death" is obviously groundless. For who can 
have the hardihood to say that man is a free moral agent forever, 
and yet contend that his character is unalterably fixed at the mo-- 
ment of his death 7 Another consequence of this your doctrine of 
free ageney is^ that the rewards and punishments of human actions 
aie not endless. If the penalty of sin, for instance, is, as you con- 
tend, endiest death or misery, how, I ask, after man has committed 
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one action meriting thi^ punishment, can he he called free t Grant 
that he may do what he pleases^ that he may love God and serve 
him ; but can this avail him any thing ; must he not suffer endless 
punishment ? Glorious indeed must be the gift of this eternal free 
agency^ and unspeakably graitd must be its advantages, if the very 
first act we. ever perform under its blessed auspices, seals irrevoca- 
bly our endless damnation I Yet so it happens to our fallen and 
ruined nature. 

Perhaps we may gain clearer views of this subject by enlarging 
the field of our observation. If God will never deprive man of his 
moral freedom for the purpose of making him either holy and hap- 
py, or sinful and miserable, it necessarily follows, as I have before 
remarked, that our holiness or sinfulness exists only in accordance 
with this freedom. We will to be holy or sinful. But It can hard- 
ly be said that we will to be happy or miserable Qn this subject 
our freedom does not avail us. Do what we can, summon our moral 
agency as we may, it is after all utterly impossible to will to be 
miserable. Here we can have but one wish.. As Dr. Young ha» 
well said, 

" The love of pleasure is man's eldest born, 
Born in bis cradle^ living to his tomb.**^ 

Yet happiness and misery are, by the appointment df God, either 
the concomitants or consequences of holiness and sin. They attend 
or follow virtuous and vicious actions respectively, with the same 
certainty as we observe in the case of a physical cause and its con- 
sequence.. Happiness indeed appears to be the unvarying conse- 
quence of holiness, and misery, in the same manner, of sin. "Say 
ye to the righteous, it shall be well with him ; for they shall eat 
the fruit of their doings. Wo unto the wicked, it shall be ill with 
him ; for the reward of his hands shall be given him..*^ Such is the 
uniform testimony of revelation^ 

But if^misery invariably attends or follows sin as it» consequence, 
why do men commit sin,, especially as it is impossible for them ta 
wish to be miserable I On the contrary, if happiness is always 
produced by holiness^ and If all men love and seek for happiness 
and this alone, why do they not constantly endeavor to be holy ^ I 
answer : the world is not yet convinced that " the way of the trans-^ 
gressor is hard/' or that there is any certain conneupn between siu 



and mixir]'. Tbejr heed not the voice of espcrienee ; they dM[riie 
■he nord ofOod, or eien ifthej profeei to honor its authority, ihej 
will not listen to its solemn Iruthi which clash with their prejudices 
and ]tU9ion3. And I regret to add, that even Christianity is so pei> 
verted or misunderslood us lo land its countenance to this unhappy 
delusion '. It i« thought to leach that there ia no connexion between 
sin and misery, or at least, that it may be dissolved at the sinner's 
pleasure. Indeed it is supposed to he the chief glory of the Chris- 
tian religion, the feature most calculated toexciteour gratitude and 
lore, that it reveals the grand panacea by which the sinner can 
easily escape the punishment of his sin. 

Notwithstanding the popular nature of this doctrine, and i19 pe- 
culiar adaptation to the wishes of a corrupt and sinful world, I 
cannot shake off the conviction which the united testinionj' of enpe- 
rience and levelation have impressed upon my mind, that a just God 
will rewBid every man according to his works, and that he that de- 
ath wrong shall receive for the wrong which he helh done without 
respect of persons. 

But the world is oot only unconvinced that sin is always attended 
or followed by n^isery ; it has receded still farther from the truth, 
and actually come to think', in many instances, -that the way of the 
transgressor is easy, a kind of "royal road" to happiness, a species 
of shunpifce, which, without the ttouble of toll-gates and bridges, 
leads more directly and readily to the great object of human wishes. 
As if lo give this pleasing idea the greater currency and success, 
the professed ministers of the gospel have sometimes represented 
the way of sin as very desirable. It is a broad and beautiful way, 
into which we enter through a wide and attractive gate. It is 
shaded with trees, and the road-side is adorned with the loveliest 
flowers. Gentle breezes loaded with their perTume, ore pisying 
aloug the way; in short, every thing is there, necessary to gratify 
and delight the senses of the iiaveller. There teo, it is said, is the 
best company this world aflards. and all that wealth and fashioa 
can do to make the wa)''fari]]g man coioforiBble and happy. Te 
thii charming description, so calculated to interest and attract lh« 
multitude, there is only one drawback, and this, but for a most in- 
(eniaus device, might peihspe nuUi^ the whole. This road leads 
(a hell 1 The device of whioh I apeak U the pteiended (Uscoierj 
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that one may pursue this road to the very brink of perdition, and 
yet, if he pleases, turn suddenly aside to heaven ; thus enjoying all 
the pleasures of this world, and securing all the glories and felicity 
of the next. v 

How powerful these views are to sustain the cause of true virtue 
and godliness, I leave others to decide ; but it seems to me that if 
a wicked world could have had the privilege of giving character to 
the divine government, it would have hardly pleased itself better 
than, according to this representation, is already done. Man can 
now sin to his heart's content, as is generally believed, without in- 
curring more than a very distant danger ; and it is only by accident 
or his own extreme carelessness, that he need be subjected to the 
penalty of the divine law. Grateful, indeed, must such a doctrine 
be to the heart of the sinner ; for it is of little consequence that the 
penalty of the law is " endless death," since it can be so easily 
af'oided ! 

It is strange, but so it happens, that the only chiistians in the 
country, who believe that "justice and judgment are the habitation" 
of God's throne, and that he " rewards every man according to his 
works,'' are at the same time called non-retributionists ! 

But man is a free moral agent, and of this necessary constittient 
of his moral nature God will never deprive him for the purpose of 
making him either holy and happy,, or sinful and miserable. But 
why do you unite these respective terms ? Has the thought taken 
possession of your mind that there is in fact any necessary connexioti 
between holiness and happiness, and sin and misery ? If so, be- 
ware — ^your whole system is in danger. In that case a man's well 
or ill-being depends upon his character. Without holiness he can- 
not see the Lord ; with it, he cannot avoid seeing Him. In that, 
case too, there is really no mystery in God's being just and yet good, 
in punishing and yet loving the sinner. There is no want of har- 
mony between the proper administration of his moral government, 
and the introduction of his plan of salvation by grace. Christ did 
> not come to save roan from the punishment of his sin, the penalty 
tof the brokei)/Jaw, but he came to save man from his sins, from Bin* 
jiing, and to purify unto himself a peculiar people, zealous of good 
works. 

But man is a free moral agent. Grant ii. God will never de 
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priv^ him of this agency. Grant it. Then it will ex^ist as certainly 
and fully in the future world as here, as certainly, as fully in hell as 
on earth or in heaven. And if this be so, will you still assert that 
man's state is irrevocably fixed, that there is no change after death ? 
Will you contend that with the ability to repent and obey God, he 
will continue for ever a slave to passion ancj sin ; and especially so 
when every day's experience is teaching him that *'* the way of the 
transgressor is hard" ? This, it appears to mc, would bo assum- 
ing a point of sufficient importance to demand some proof. I grant 
you that man is a free agent and that God will never destroy this 
freedom. On this truth I take my stand, and I challenge you to 
prove that any free agent, possessing an innate and unconquerable 
love of happiness, as all men do, will be endlessly miserable. Nay, 
I will not ask for proof, I will demand only a probability. Show 
me reasons which can render it probable that, endowed with an 
indestructible moial freedom, man will eternally sin and eternally 
suffer; that with all the powers which God has given him, he will 
never Iqarn that sin is " an evil and a bitter thing," and that to con- 
sult his own interest he must obey the commandments of God, in 
the keeping of which there is great reward — and I will endeavor to 
be satisfied. 

The Calvinist may well believe in endless misery. ^ The proper 
Arminian may also with some degree of consistency cling to this 
darling tenet. But for a disciple of John Wesley to contend for 
that doctrine is for a man to close his eyes to the sun and draw his 
bow in the dark. How does he know that Christ died in vain ; and 
that man was made a free agent that God without dishonor might 
damn him? If man is free only during this life, let that truth be 
preached, and let it be understood that we are all very soon to take 
ourplaces among the ** machines" of which we have heard so much, 
to praise or curs^ the Almighty as may best suit him who liiad^, 
supports and governs us. But talk no more of God's n^ver de- 
priving man of this necessary constituent of his moral nature for the 
purpose of making him either holy and happy, or sinful and mis* 
erable. ^ 

I have protracted this letter perhaps beyond what was necessary} 
and even now it is not what I could wish. The remark which holt 
induced me to say so much, wcis I presume dropped inadveiteotly,. 
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and without the suspicion that it was inconsistent with your general 
theory. You di4 not mean, it is possible, all that you said. You 
cannot in reality contend that man is to be eternally a free moral 
agent, and yet that he is threatened for every sinful act wkh endless 
death. The absurdity, it seems to me, is too glaring to escape 
the observation of any piind. I am yours, &c. • 

Thomas J. Sawyer. 



LETTER VI. 

Dear Sir — In the beginning of your second lecture you arepleased 
to say, "There is one very important item in the divine administration, 
upon which, as far as the abstract truth is concerned, our opponents 
[Universalists] will most cordially agree with us. It is this ; — that 
the moral government of Gqd must have for its object the produc- 
tion of the greatest possible amount of holiness and happiness in 
the human family, both in this world and in the world to come." — 
You then add with an air of triumph, " I will now ask the believer 
in non-retribution. Has the government of God accomplished its 
object in the world ? Has it effected the greatest ppssible sum of 
holiness and happiness among mankind ? According to their phin 
it certainly has not ; for, upon their views of man's agency, God 
oould have consistently prevented all the moral and physical evil 
that ever has existed or ever will exist. But he has not done it ; 
and that too from his own choice, and not from any prevailing ne- 
cessity in the case." 

Whatever force this reasoning may have against the opinions of 
" the fatalist," it seems xo me that it is irrelevant to the controver- 
sy between the Methodist and the Universalist. Were I fatalist, 
however, I would endeavor to show you, that in attempting to 
avoid Scylla you have precipitated yourself into Charybdis. To 
save man from the controlling influence of necessity, you subject 
^the Deity himself to its rigors. You speak as if he was under a 
'' prevailing necessity" to permit the existence of moral evil, and 
that with all his benevolent wishes and all his lo\'e of holiness, 
there is a " necessity" that he should be disappointed fiorever« He 
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wills to have all men saved and come to the knowledge of the 
truth, but alas, this consummation shall never be attained ! That 
I do not misrepfesent your views on this subject, may appear from 
the following language : 

•* We say that the great object which the governmenfof 
God aims to accomplish, is the greatest possible sum of 
XDoral holiness and happiness among mankind. Add we 
say, moreover, that it does accomplish this object — that 
God makes man here, and will hereafter make him just as 
holy and happy as he can. Nevertheless, we see that 
men are unholy and unhappy here, and we have reason 
to believe that many will be the same hereafter." 

It might be well perhaps to caiTy out this kind of reasoning to 
its legitimate extent. If you are justified in concluding, that be- 
cause we see unholiness and unhappiness under the divine govern- 
ment in this world, we may or must see the same in the world to 
come and forever, you would also be justified in concluding on the 
same grounds that all men must continue unholy and unhappy 
throughout eternity ! For we see them so here ; and according to 
this argument, if God cannot make men to-day, or in this world, 
what he wishes and designs them to be, he can never attain in them 
the actual object of their creation. God has done the best he could 
for them here, but still they are sinful and miserable creatures, and 
although he will always continue to make them sis holy and happy 
as he can, yet the prospect of sinless purity and unalloyed bliss for 
any human being is dark indeed, and for the world, the faintest 
hope is utterly precluded. If this kind of argument possesses any 
force whatever, it applies to all men as well as to a single individual 
— to Peter, and .Tohn and Paul as well as to Judas Iscariot. 

But does the fact that we see men unholy and unhappy here, fur- 
nish conclusive or even probable grounds for the belief that they 
will be so forever ? What the .Divine government does not accom- 
plish in the present moment, must not therefore be regarded as un- 
attainable ; for that government, as all history shows, is progres- 
sive. It is over free moral natures that God asserts his authority, 
and it is such natures that n>U8t be brought in willing subjection to 
his mild and beneficent sway. It is not an exhibition of physical 
power that can melt and subdue the aouK Terror appeals in vain 
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to the free will. Were it otherwise, the world might be converted 
and saved in a moment. But God has been pleased to make man 
a moral being, and the subject of a moral government ; and now he 
deals with him as such. But in making man free, he did not reduce 
himself to slavery, nor put it in the creature's power to disappoint 
the Creator and thwart forever his holiest purposes. In a moral 
system such as infinite wisdom has established, temporary moral 
evil was to have been expected, and was expected, and the remedy 
provided in "the Lamb slain from the foundation of the world." — 
When therefore sin entered into the moral world and commenqed its 
career, and the struggle between the powers of sin and of holiness 
began in the domain of man's free nature, the Deity was neither 
astonished nor disappointed, nor did it dim the glory of one of the 
divine attributes, since he foresaw how the strife would end, and 
knew that where, and however, sin abounds, grace should much 
more abound. He knew that without any violation of man's free 
will, the seed of the woman should bruise the serpent's head, and 
at last proclaim li victory complete and eternal over sin. Jesus 
Christ is set forth as the restorer, nay more than the restorer, of 
our race. He is the Lord of life and glory, and is constituted of 
God the head of all. He must reign till, " all things shall be sub- 
dued unto him." *' But now,*' perhaps you are ready to say, " we 
see not yet all things -put under him." True; but we have the 
pledge of the fulfilment of this propliec}'. We do not yet see the 
work accomplished, "but," as St. Paul reasons, •' we see .Tesus, 
who was made a little lower than the angds, for the suffering of 
•death crowned with glory and honoi'; that by the giace of God lie 
taight taste death for every man," or as Dr. Bloomfield has well 
^aid, ** that by the goodness and mercy of God, this his suffering of 
death might be efficacious for the salvation of all men.'* To the 
believing heart, this exhibition of Jesus upon the cross of Calvary, 
furnishes the most satisfactory evidence of his final victory and tri- 
umph, and of the consequent gathering together of all men in him- 
self. During his ministry he said, "And I, if I be lifted up from 
the earth, will draw all men unto me." True, we do not yet see 
all men drawn unto the Captain of our salvation, but we have seen 
him lifted up from the earth, and shall we doubt the veracity of the 
Son of God ? 
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But I cannot yet leave thia subject. I have one^aestion to esk 
you, and your Methodist brethren, in whose name, you speak. Da 
you really believe that the moral government of God, has for its ob- 
ject the production of the greatest possible amount of holiness and 
happiness in the human family, both in this world and in the world 
to come ? If you thus believe, it would be gratifying to me to know 
what means you imagine the Deity will employ in the world to 
come, for the benefit of those who diq. unbelieving and impenitent. 
According to the important principle which you have laid down and 
repeated, he must seek and strive to attain their greatest holiness 
and happiness ! We have often heard of a large part of the hu- 
man family sinning away their day of grace, and at last being plun- 
ged into a burning bell, where a single ray of hope or of mercy 
' never shines, but where full vials of infinite wrath shall be poured 
out upon thejiaked soul forever! But a better day seems to be 
dawning upon the church and" the world. I am rejoiced to see 
such unequivocal tokens of improvement in this horrible dogma, as 
so staunch an advocate as yon yourself are pleased to ofier me. I 
am glad that you and your brethren are disposed to allow '* the 
God of all grace" who is so kind to poor sinners here, to do what 
he can for bettering their character and condilion hereafter. I 
cordially thank you, therefore, for the grateful and cheering truih 
* which yon have so clearly and forcibly expressed, that " God makes 
man here, qnd, will hereafter make him just as holy and happy as 
he can^ And most devoutly do I thank my God, that his word 
sustains me in entertaining such views of bis character, and of the 
constraining power of Christ's love, that I am willing, nay more, 
that I even rejoice to leave the result in his hands. Let me be as- 
sured that God will forever make his intelligent creatures just as 
holy and happy as he can, and I am satisfied. If under these cir- 
cumstances, the Almighty eternally fails to subdue his rebellious 
Bubjects, or any part of them, to his peaceful reign, I shall seek to 
be becomingly resigned to an evil which neither the Messiah nor 
God himself can avoid. But before you ask me to indulge fears of 
so deplorable a result, you must convince me that man is so free 
that even his Malcer cannot govern him, and that he may bid a 
proud and successful defiance to, the Most High. Nay, you must 
convince me farther, that man not only can, but with a moial free- 
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dom which no lapse of time can impair, with an indesttuctible lore 
of happiness and dread of misery, and with a conviction which eve* 
ry day's experience only deepens and confirms, that * there is no 
peace to the wicked' ; with all the tokens of God's goodness scat- 
tered around him, and the moving tones of the parental voice ever 
sounding in his cars, saying. My child, return ; I will that thou 
shouldst be saved and be happy *, with the scenes of the cross ever 
before his eyes, and the memory of the touching, heart-melting love 
of the Savior of sinners, sinking, day by day, deeper and deeper 
into his inmost soul ; — nay, you must convince me that man not on- 
ly can, but, with all these dissuasives from rebellion on the one hand, 
and these and ten thousand like appeals for holiness and God on 
the other, actually will eternally continue to sin, and rush on in mad 
and senseless opposition to his heavenly Father, without an object, 
without hope, and without end ! 

If the principles which-you have laid down in this part of your 
work are true ; if God will never deprive man of his moral free- 
dom, and if He makes him here, and will make him hereafter just 
as holy and happy as he can, I must candidly confess that of all 
improbabilities, I regard that of endless misery the most despcr- ' 
ate. If these are acknowledged facts in God's government, I can 
scarcely think the doctrine before us worthy of even a patient hear- 
ing. It is the last hypothesis that human ingenuity can produce, 
to claim a candid man's attention. And I cannot avoid the ex- 
pression of my astonishment that with such concessions from your 
own lips before you, a volume should still be written to prove, what 
to say the least, neither man nor angel, nor God himself can know 
to be true, and what bears every mark of improbability, not to say 
falsehood, about it — that a large portion of free moral agents whom 
God will here ahd hereafter make as holy and happy as he can, will 
be needlessly, hopelessly, endlessly, and unspeakably wretched. 
I am, with due respect, yours, 

Thomas J. Sawtkr. 
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LETTER VII. 

Dear Sir— I shall now proceed to the consideration of the arg\> 
ment in your second lecture. We agree that ** death** is the pen \ 
alty of the divine law, as expressed in the original prohibition. 
Gen. ii. 17, and recognized by the apostle Paul, Rom. vi. 23. We 
differ in our Views of the meaning of this word, and consequently 
of the nature and extent of the divine punishment. In my sermon 
entitled " The Penalty of Sin,** which was the occasion of your 
lectures, and the doctrines of which you attempt to refute, I show- 
ed, as I think, conclusively, that endless misery makes no part of 
the death threatened to Adam, and of course no part of the penalty 
of the divine law. Or rather, I showed all that the nature of a 
negative proposition of the kind admits, viz. that there is no proof 
that endless misery constitutes the penalty ^ or an^ part of the 
penally of God's law. 

The task which you assumed was a very plain one, and in case 
it could be performed at all, must be susceptible of easy accom- 
plishment. For I would impress upon your mind the obvious fact, 
that if God has in his word threatened man with endless misery, 
that threatening can be found, and one would naturally think, 
found in the most explicit and unequivocal term^. It would be 
thou<»'ht very strange if no individual in the whole legal profession 
of New York, could find the penalty of death in our book of sta- 
tutes ; and especially so, if notwithstanding, the majority of them 
should contend it was there. Would not every one say. If it ig 
there you can undoubtedly find it ; and if you can find it, you can 
show it and prove it against all contradiction ; for it is absolutely 
incredible that any legislature should attach the penalty of death 
to a law and yet express that penalty in such dark or ambiguous 
• terms that iC could be made out only on merely probable evidence ! 
But the case under consideration is still more striking, as it is infi- 



nitely more important. Here the penalty, if you are correct, is not 
the suffering of a few moments, nor the extinction of life ; on the 
contiary it i9 inconceivable torment, inflicted udder circumstances 
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tKe most horrible, and to b^ continued through all the ages of eter- - 
nity ! N&w what kind of proof- have we not a . right, nay, ane we' 
not bound by our i-ational nature, as we love ourselves, and as we • 
would honor God, to demand in such a case 7 Dr. Clarke has well i 
said, that " in the things which concern our eternal salvation, we 
need the- most pointed and express evidence,, on which to establish 
the faith of our souls." And if there be one doctrine in the uni-^ 
verse that more than any other imperiously demands such evidence,, 
it i^ the doctrine which you have volunteered to defend. Such a* 
doctTJDe, it.seeraa to. me, is not to be made out by doubtful con- 
struction ; it is not to be established by inferences ; it is not to be 
proved by merely presumptive, or even the highest probable evi-» 
dence. . If it cannot be supported by "the most pointed and ex-- 
press evidence," it. not. only may be, but should be, regarded by. 
every reasonable man as absolutely. faUe. 

r<^ow the question is, Doe» the word "death," by which. the penalty, 
of the divine law is expressed, furnish this kind of evidence ? The- 
very fact that in.every age sober and benevolent minds have found. 
it so extremely difficult to prove this doctrine to their . own satisfac- 
tion — the very fact that in these latter days volume after volume is 
written with so much labor and care and laid before the public for 
the avowed purpose of .establifthing. it — the very fact that neither 
you, nor any other man living, dares risk the truth of this doctrine 
oa a plain and direct scriptuca argfimeot,.. but., always think your, 
cause the safer . the more it is involved — furnishes, in. itself the 
strongest proof that need be asked of its utter falsehood. If God, 
had ever revealed such a doctrine, it could be easily, directly, and 
' positively proved; and hence the total absence of such proof i& 
convincing .evidence that the doctrine is untrue. . 

But what is your acgument .? You say, .and (thus far .we are. 
agreed, that eZea/i^as the penalty .of .the law. . To prove thatdeath 
embraces endless misery^ .you first attempt to show, "That thia 
penalty of the law..of.God, .whichjs the proper punishment of ain^. 
has not been, nor is it fully executed in thia life upon the traas-^ 
gressor." In the second place, you labor to show ."That thia inevit* 
able penalty will be executed upon the finally impenitent in a future 
state of existence." And lastly, " That its execution will retuit m 
their endless misery." 
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Kbw these first two propositions are necessary or they are not. 
T[ they are necessary, then the third proposition, involving the on* 
ly subject of dispute, depends upon them, and could not be proved 
'Without them. If they are not necessary, then they are merely- 
smoke and dust to blind our eyes, without Enlightening our unders> 
standings on the question in debate. That this is in fSct'thd case, 
ij^ill appear from two considerations. The first is, that these pro- 
liosltions may be acknowledged true, without involving directly or 
indirectly, in any degree whatever, the truth of the third. I might 
concede, what thousands of Universal is ts have not only ever con- 
ceded, but contended for, that the penalty of the law is not in all 
cases fully inflicted in this life, and that it will be in the life to 
come ; and yet it would avail you nothing towards proving endless 
misery. Future limited punishment aiid endless misery, are not 
more unlike in their duration, than they are in their very nature.-— 
The former may belong to a good'governinent; the latter can exist 
only under a malignant and cruel one. The former may be inflict- 
ed'by a wise and gracious God/ the latter only by. an almighty de- 
vil. They are as unlike as the parental chastisement of a child 
and the tortures of the Inquisition ! Thtf Inquisition ? The In- 
quisition, Mr. Remington, with all its diabolical apparatus, and 
fTend-Iike machinery, with' it8 revealed and unrevealed tor- 
tures, with its power' wBicK was omnipotent against the single 
arm of the sufferer, with its resolution which nothing could 
shake, and its cruelty wU.h which there were no mihglings of 
compassion, and which £ra on tKe sighs and writhings and^screams 
of its victim — the Inquisition with all these horrors, was but a very, 
very feeble copy of hefl. It was the electrical spark derived from 
the pitiful machine of the philosopher in comparison with the re» 
slstless thunderbolt of heaven. It was a moment of time in compa- 
rison with eternity. Man attempted for once to imitate his God, 
and although I would not deny the resemblance, still it was only 
finite, straggling to act otrt infinite malignity. The Inqmsition; 
dt^ar sir, was one of the legitimate fruits of that horrible dogma 
which you are unfortunate enough to advdcate. 

Another reason why your first and second propositions are not 
necessary to the third is, that you yourself make them dependent 
upon that as -well as that upon them. To prove that the penalty of 
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tlie diYinekw was notinfiictcd fully in this life, and that it wiU be 
in tha next, you inform us, " it is neceasary that we understand in 
what ihi9 death consisted/' i. e, you must first assume that it em- 
braced endless misery before you can prove that it is not fully in- 
flicted in this life ; and«on the other hand, you must prove that it 
was not inflicted in this life before you can establish the point that 
it is endless ! This argument moves in a circle. The premise is 
necessary to the conclusion, while, behold, the conclusion is itself 
one of the data of the premise ! I pity even a brute when I witness 
his labors in a tread-mill. That everlasting step, step, step, with- 
out advancing an inch, soon makes me nervous. But of all tread- 
mills the logical is the most horrible. True, it admits of one alle- 
Tiation in common with others ; the poor sufferer upon the wheel is 
generally blindfolded. 

But if you can show what this threatened death is, i. e. if you 
can show that it is endless misery, I think you will scarcely find a 
roan hardy enough to dispute the point with you that it is not fully 
inflicted in this life, and that it yfiU be in the next. It will be con- 
ceded without debate, that endless punishment is not to be suffered 
in this world. Viewed in this light, your first and second proposi- 
tions are perfectly nugatory. They are like a sober argument to 
prove that three-score and ten years, or the ordinary period of hu- 
man life is not— eternity ! I do not mean to insinuate that you 
were really ignorant of what you were about, or that you were im- 
politic in the course you were pleaded to adopt. On the contrary, 
I pi-esume you were quite conscious both of your strength and your 
weakness. If a man cannot shake Atlas, he may nevertheless de- 
molish a mole-hill ; if he cannot produce an earth-quake, he can 
at least raise a dust and smoke ; if he cannot prove the dogma of, 
endless misery he can talk flippantly, and perhaps to almost as 
^ood effect, about something else. Still I may say that the first 
eight and forty pages of your second lecture have no bearing on the 
doctrine in question, any farther than they are calculated to excite 
or foster the prejudice, that if men are not punished adequately in 
this world they must be punished endlessly in the world to come. 
Nevertheless, I must be permitted to follow you even here. 

The first proposition which you attempt to prove is that *' the 
penalty of the law of God has not been, nor is it, fully executed in 
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this life on the transg^ressor,'' or in other words, that the threaten* 
ing of God to Adam, "In the day thou eatest thereof thou shalt 
surely die/* '' was not executed upon man to the uttermost in the 
day on which he sinned, but was suspended for a time to give him 
another trial for eternal life." Your first labor is to clear your 
way by showing that the Uiiiversalist's opinions, or rather my opl* 
nions of the divine penalty are unsound. In this part of your lec- 
tures there is a piece of literary fraud that I shall take the liberty 
of pointing out. In the first place, you represent the Universalist 
as saying that the death threatened by God« ** consisted in, 1. Spi- 
ritual death ; and, 2. The de»th of tHe body, or a liability to mor- 
tality. The dogma of eternal death is not embraced in the penal- 
ty.'* This is presented as a quotation, and was obviously intended 
to be understood as from my sermon, for you immediately, ask, 
" And how does he know that 7 He repjiies, ' It was to be inflict* 
ed on the very day of transgression,' Slc" Here is a quotation 
truly made from my sermon and with several others acknowledged 
on the next page. There is no reader in the world who would not 
sapipose that the first quotation was from the same source as the 
rest. Yet you knew that I had said nothing like it. It was un- 
doubtedly made by youraelf for the occasioui and apparently pot 
in my lips. This is one instance. The next page of your lecturei 
furniabes another, and if possible a still more glaring instance of 
dishonesty. I will present it at lengtbt marking by italics such 
parts of the paragraph as deserve particular attention. You pro- 
fess to quote the following passage from my sermon. 

** The day was Dot past and they heard the voice of 
their Govemor and Judge. Thoagh naked and burning 
with shame, and trembling with fear, thjey must come 
forth and hear their doom. What was it ? Let us an- 
swer la the words of inspiration, Gen. iii. 16, 17, 18, 
which tmhraces the suffarin^s of the woman ; the labor and 
sorrow of the man ; the comparative sterility of the earth ; 
and the mortality of both man and woman ! Ttmpord 
death, or man's mortality, was embraced in ■ their doom* 
or the sentence of the law, as well as spiritual death. ^^ Yoa 
then add—** These are the views of the author above quo- 
ted, and doubilcfts of his brethren in general." 
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The reader may see how much of candor and fairness you ex- 
hibited by comparing so much of the preceding quotation as is ital- 
.icised with the original which follows : 

. **• Let U8 aneweir in ihe words of inspiration : * Unto the 
woman he said I will greatly multiply thy sorrow and thy 
conception; in sorrow shalt thou bring forth chijdren ; 
and thy desire shall be to thy husband, and he shall rule 
Qver thee. And unto Adam he said. Because thou haat 
heafkenerl to the voice of ihy wife and hast eaten of the 
tree, of which f^commanden thee, saying, thou shalt not 
eat of it; cursefl is the ground for thy sake ; in sorrow 
Shalt thou eat of it all ihe days of thy life ; thorns and 
thistles shall it bring forth to thee ; and thou shalt eat ilic 
herb of the field ; in the sweat of ihv ^9^^ shak thou eat 
bread, till thou return unto the ground ; for out of it wast 
thootaksD ; 'for dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou re- 
turtiT' *» 

There is a slight difference obse^ai^ld' here, much the same 2 
think as there is between our two religious systems. It consists in 
this. I employed the simple words of the B-lble, and found them 
to my purpose*; you- discarded them and substituted your own.-— 
You fancied that you could make me, and even the Holy Ghost, 
speak more in accordance with your wishes and theory. But what 
motive could the reverend Mr. Remington have in playing such ci 
Jirank as this ? I answer, it wa« very necessary for 3'our argu- 
ment that I -should say'tlmt temporal or natural death constituted a 
part of the penalty. And although I had uttered nothing of the 
kind, still it was made to find a very prominent place not only in 
my own creed, but also in that of my **brethren generally." One 
quotation was manufactured for the purpose, another was altered, 
and a third, which you found in the midst of a long quotation from 
Prof. Stuart — a quotation introduced on another point, and of course 
not necessarily approved. in every sentiment it contained, was very 
generously ascribed to me. Thus was the fact established that I 
believed temporal death to be a part of the penalty .' 

But why all this anxiety to make me believe and say this ? The 
answer will be found in the fact that in my sermon I had insisted 
on the express and positive words of the original threatening. Man 
^wto " surely. di«,",aiid die 'Mn.the.day" be ate of the foiiuddera 
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iruit. I cdatjbiided-of: coiine that et^nal deiitli 6t eticlIeM ini«ery 

was not embraced in the threatening, beeauMIHari 'did riot -die any 

auehdeffethoritheday he sinned, and to doabt that the threatening 

was literacy fulfilled was to doubt the divine veracity aiid take sides 

-with the sek^ent. You "would -not attempt Ae refutation of this 

reasoning- only on the condition that I would acknowledge tempo- 

'«al death was a part of (he penalty. When you had helped me 

•therefore to say that precisely as you wished, and my "brethren 

»generally'^ tobelt^Te it, you had your nunc prepared, and proceeded 

.-to blow up -Universalism by springing it in the following, manner. 

i3f ou say— 

•* I will now ask the Universalists iT ihls threatening 
"was executed to the ntlermost, even tis they uhdiersiand it, 
upon the very day on which man sinned 1 That he then 
died a spirltoal death we ail admit ; hut did he also die a 
'tempotai de«th on that day ? which roust have been em- 
braced in the penalty, or it could not have l)een any part 
of * their doom.* No, he didnot; for he lived until * he 
was nine.h«ndred and thirty years old.* There is there- 
fore no certainty that eternal death was not included in 
the threatening, because it was not executed upon the very 
day of man's transgression, any more than there is a cer- 
tainty that the death of the body was not included in the 
penalty, because man did not die a ten^poral death on the 
very day of his transgression.** 

■Thus was your great object finally accomplished. And so felici- 
tous did the thought -appear that you pursued it through two or 
three pages, turning it in every paragraph with great success against 
me and my cause. 

But after all, Mr. Remington,' it-^vas a dear-bought victory. You 

^•seemed to be unconscious of the fact,' that if I had said all that 

.you represented me as saying, your efforts could do no more than 

convict me of inconsistency. And for roe to err or to beinconsis- 

' tent is one thing, and for you to prove that ^ God ever threatened 

man with endless misery is another, en'd * very different thing.— 

You apparently felliato the mistake of thitiking them the same. 

•Your victory, therefore, is of quite doubtful utility. And besides, it 

«o«t ywBome tiroeAod labor: it coit you no inconwderable »<;», 
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lice of cavdoc aod jv»Mce ; and ttbore dl» it-tlurircd thftt however 
holy and purifying may be the infiuenoe of* the doctrine of endless 
miteiy, which, Cor the benefit of the moral world and for the salva- 
tion of sools, you weie laboring to cstaUish, it has not yet wrongbt 
such a desirable change in yon as to keep back " the old man'' fnmi 
uttering untruths ! 

That I had expressed no sentiment like that which you ascribe 
to me is obvious from the simple fact that my sermon furnished you 
with nothing to your purpose. Never would you have adopted such 
a mode of making evidence had I prepared it ready to your hand. 
And that my ^* brethren generaHy" do not adopt such an opinioDy 
your friend Mr. Lee would have informed you had you read him 
with due care. He says, XJniversalism Examined, p. 13, *^ It is 
probably generally known that modern Universalists deny that the 
death of the body is an efiect of sin^ and maintain that Adam was 
created mortal and that be and all our race would have died, if sin 
had never entered the world." 

With doe respect, I am yours, 

Thomas J. Sawtxs. 



LETTER VIII. 

Dear Sir— I must stop a moment at this stage of our examine- 
tion, for the purpose of contrasting the spirit of your first proposi- 
Cion with the word of Qod, as recorded Gen. ii. 17. God said to 
Adam, " In the day thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die.'* The 
serpent took it upon himself to contradict God and affirmed that 
man should not surely die ! Which think you a jMrofessed minister 
of the Gospel ought to believe, God or the serpent? Whatever 
salvo you may find for your opinions, one thing is certain, you ac- 
knowledge, that for once at least, he who is " a liar and the father of 
it," spoke the nmple tmthf and spoke it too in direct centradictisa 
.of the word of God, length and breadth ! I presume yon did not 
mean to doubt the veracity of Jehovah, or to compliment the ser- 
pent by ascribing to him a quality which he never enjoyed the repe* 
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tation of poflsiSftriiiig ; but it ho happens tbat I aftogethef misnnder- 
•tand you, or youf language cledrfy implies both. 

Whatever dotibt theM may be tvlatire to the death with which 
man was threatened, I cannot think there is any wHh respect to the 
time when it was to be inflicted. Ton do not pretend to call in 
question what appears on the very face of the text, that God threat- 
ened to execute the penalty of his law on the day of transgression. 
Allow that it was not so inflicted,and that on millions and minions, 
as you suppose, it will nerer be inflicted at all, and it must be con- 
fessed that the serpent had uncommon candor at the moment, or a 
nanrellous foresight, to enable him to make such a close approxi- 
mation to the pure orthodoxy of the nineteenth century. But while 
you do the serpent such vast honor, I cannot but inquire for the Tis- 
racity of God : and must lament that in this first instance of the viola- 
tion of his la}r,hi8 own word should have been kept as little by himself 
a« his law was by his creature ; and that it was the well grounded 
anticipation of this failure to perform what he had most solemnly 
threatened, that constituted one of the chief causes of man's trans- 
gression. The stirpfeat, honest and disinterested soul, began by 
kindly telling the woman that this menace of death was but a bug- 
bear, a fiction. "Yea, hath God said, Ye shall not eat of every 
tree in the garden V* The woman, in the simplicity tiE her heart, 
repeated the divine law with its penalty. And the serpent replied, 
"Ye shall not surely die. For God doth know that in the day ye 
eat thereof, then your eyes shall be opened ; and ye shallbe as god» 
knowing good and evil." The woman, it seems, believed this insid- 
ious and damning falsehood, and rejecting the counsels ot God, 
took satan for her guide, and with the delusive hope of becoming 
like an angel, hastened on to death. She " turned her back on the 
sun, and dwelt in the dark and the shadow." " Ye shall not sure- 
ly die," said the serpent, and they did not die f says the' Rev. Mr. 
Remington! A strange coincidence indeed, when we considev the 
great diversity of the age, character and profession of the two in- 
dividuals ! ■' 1 1 

But perhaps you will attempt to lessen the severity of these re* 
murks, by saying that you did not represent man as altogether es- 
caping the threatened punishment even on the day of transgression. 
AU that you said or attempted to prove, was that the penalty was not 
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fully ex;ecuf(^d on tkat day. I am certainly willing to aUovc^ou ev» 
ery indulgence, and' to '^ve due weight, to every circumBtaiiceckf pal- 
liation. Let us then ascertain how muoh yoa«re<diflpo8ed to ^al- 
ify the assertion «f the serpent. On page- 45 yon say," We w^Ul now 
inquire bow. far was the penal^ of the divine law executed upon 
man on the (^ay of his transgression? We answer, In tlm inevitable 
conse.que.nccs which followed. These are stated in Qen; iii. 7-^13, 
and;n]ay be summed up in, 1. A knowledge of evil. 2. A loss of .inno- 
cence. 3. A sense of guilt, shame, condemnation, and fear. 4. The 
just frowns of his Mq,ker — this Is spiritual death with some of its at- 
tendant o\.iIs. Thus far the penalty was executed, andiv farther/* 
Here then you inform us definitely how, much of punishment man 
&iiUr«rodo;i the daylie-sinned^; and in a note- to this statement you 
lell us also, wbv.t part of tite threatened penalty was -stispendied^^^ 
'You- say, "" It is true that mnn- via9 ^expMed both to temporal and 
spiritual {^eternal you undoubtedly mean] death, but naiiher the 
one nor the other was executed. upo(i him on that day." 

The subject is now clear. The penalty consisted in death, whteh 
embraced death spiritual, death temporal and death eternal. Of 
these* the first alone was inflicted -as it* was threotened. Thongh it 
might seem that even this- was *mit1gnted in -so me degree ;• for yon 
eay that spiritual death was indicted, ^* with same of its attendant 
evils." But how-great-a portion of the attendant; evils of spiritoiit 
death > were then laid 'iipon man you do not inform ns. It is obvious, 
however, that even this part of the penalty was not'fully inflicted. 
And even vi»hat vi^as indicted, was indicted because it was ineviUtbU 
and of <:auFse could not be "suspended"— and therefore man was 
thus far beyond tlic reach of pardon. But will you, dear sir, have 
the goodness to inform me why "spiritual death" was any more an 
"inevitable consequence" of transgression than "temporal," or 
"eternal death"? They were all threatened, if threotened at all, 
in the same word, and were included in the. same penalty. 

Again iiisi nee God, according to your theory, suspended by far the 
greater part of the penalty, it is presumable at least, that he would 
ha^'e suspended, the whole had not a fraction of it^been an "inevit- 
able consequence" of sin ; and then the prophecy of the serpent 
would have had a literal fulfillment ! As it was, however, it came so 
little«shertof -sidiple trutbf that it must be an UQcharitablei^pirit 
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that «rin complain. No oti« ou^bt to centure the serpent, when oa 
any suhject whatever, he utters ^i^cc aamoch truth as God bimsein 
And a more careful examination will show that the part of thie pen-* 
aity actually inflicted bears no assignable proportion , to that which 
was suspended. It was an infinitessimal that may with safety be 
thrown.mttiof the calculation. ¥or how •!gToat-«oeTerlhe pnnlsh- 
mentof "spiritual death-withHromeof its att3end«nt'<?rite" maybe, 
it is obviously nothing? in com parison with "eternal death," or e«id- 
less misery. There was little necessity therefore for the extreme 
caution with which you stated yoiir first proposition; and ooexaep- 
tions would have been tenal>Ie, if Instead of saying that the penalty 
of tbo divine law " was not /ietZ/^ executed," f' was not executed to 
the uitermost^^ on the day of transgression* youhnd boldly said with 
ihe Rev. Josiah Hopivios,* that it was net-inflicted at all. 

<rho attempt you make to relieve yourself ondyour creed from 
ihe unpleasant prc^dicament in which you stand, is rather ingenious 
-than successful. We hieive-seen how extremely anxious you were to 
involve me in a difHculty similar to your own, by. representing -roe 
AS holding that temporal death made a patt of the divine penalty- 
.Tbis, however, was a mere vuse de guerre, which yoa n&ver expeo- 

♦ Thi^eenlleman, who is a very rcspcclablo Prpsbyferian divine, and 
is located I believe at Auburn, N, Y. wrote a work cntifled ♦ The Chris- 
tian's rustructor,' which was scvprely handled in an examination enti- 
tled,-* The -Instructor Jojitructrd;' by a Methodist cler$!yman whri^e 
name I have now forgotten, in Vermont, where Mr. Hopkins then resid- 
ed. It is Ihe opinion of Mr. Hopkins that neither spiritual nor temporal 
death made any part of the divine penalty ; an.tthat eternal death was 
its sum total. Mr. Hopkins however, as well as yotirself and thousands 
besides, was troubled how fo c.irry out the hypothesis without tran^ 
forming the first and most notorious liar in the universe into a trae pro- 
phet, and that too in direct opposition to the express word of God him- 
self! ! Butourauthor met thediflculty like a man, and cut the knot 
which he was unable to untie. He asks the question, ♦ If eternal death ' 
be the penalty of the law, was not the declaration of the serpent true, 
" Thou Shalt not surely die" ? and how was the contrary reclaration 
of the Aljcnighty fulfilled. ? Answer. Adam did not die an eternal death, 
nor did he enter upon such a state, it is true ; but no thanks to him or 
the serpent either, because it was justly deserved, and because ii was 
suspended, not as an act of ^'tr4i«e«.but of infinite ir-^ace." That irMist- 
be a lame theology indeed, which finds no op(K>rtiiniry for 'infinitegr^ice' 
only ns a substitute of infinite justice and truth ; and that must be a 

2tteslionable doctrine, which can hv sustamcd only upon the* sacrifice of 
lOdU word,juid theorerification of aatanV falsehood. 
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ted ta «aceecd beyond die eirde ef yeur own friends in the faith.—* 
For it matters not in this case what I belitoye or disbelieve. The 
question is, Did God threaten man with etemai death on the day he 
ribonid transgress f Yon contend that he did. Once more: Did he 
inflict it as he had most solemnly threatened f Tou say he did not. 
-Where then I ask is the divine veracity ? It avails yon nothing^ to 
throw out the suspicion that I " leave Christ and his atonement out 
of the question." It avails yon nothing to say that ** upon the Teiy 
day in which man sinned God grpcioosly interposed a Savioar," 
and therefore he "^ could be just in suspending' the execution of the 
penalty of his law." If God did not execute the penalty of his law 
as he threatened, if there was a suspension here and man was put 
upon another trial for etemai life, it would be gratifying to know 
what authority you have for asserting, as you do in your second pro- 
position, that " this inevitable penalty (7) will be executed upon the 
finally impenitent in a futnre state of existence." If he suspended it 
once, notwithstanding his own most solemn threatening, and as if on 
purpose to verify the prophecy of the serpent, there is at least good 
ground to think that he will suspend it again and forever, notwith- 
standing the declaration of Mr. Remington ! As the good Bishop 
Jeremy Taylor said, *' God knows best how intolerably accursed a 
thing it is to perish in the eternal flames of hell, and therefore he is 
not easy to inflict it." 

Before leaving this part of the subject I must ofler a f^ addition- 
al remarks. One of your most specious and weighty objections to 
my views of the divine penalty and its execution, is founded on the 
assumption that if man suffered what God had threatened, then he 
had no part in a Saviour, and ''has a right, (these.are your own 
words,) to demand an admittance into heaven' as his just due, and 
owes no gratitude to the Saviour of sinners for the privilege :"■:— 
yea, ** he is in heaven without tiie mediation and atonement of the 
Lord Jesus Christ." If a wise man will talk folly, let him talk, but 
certainly we have some reason to ask that he should be consistent 
in it. Lotus see then how you sustain yourself. The penalty you 
say consisted in three parts, temporal, spiritual. and etemai death. 
Of these, one was inflicted on the day of transgression, because it 
%vas an inevitable consequence. This was death spiritual. Tem- 
poral death was suspended for a time, but we all know that this is 



also inevitable at lait, for dpst ve are aad onto the dost must.mrQ 
return* So far as death temporal and spiritual are conoemed^ then^ 
the Saviour avails us nothing accordjng to your own theory. Thos faTy 
then, we have no part in the Saviour ; and so far has Adam and aJU 
his posterity '' a right to demand an admittance into heaven as tfaAif 
just due, and owe no gratitude to the Saviour of sinners for the pri* 
vilege." Perhaps if you would read the BiUe with more care, yoU 
would learn that Christ came to save his people from their <«n« and 
not from the punishment of their sins ; that he came to save men 
from. deserving punishment rather than from pumshment <Ze««nr«<Ji 
And if you would learn to think with more sohriety perhaps you 
might perceive, that a man's having sufiered the just punishment of 
his crimes, gives him no very high claim to heaven. I doubt wheth* 
er you would think your child had " a right to demand as its just 
due" the highest boon in your power to confer, merely on the ground 
that it had suffered the full punishment which you could in justice 
inflict. Nor would you eveir imagaine that a man who had fully and 
faithfully served the period of his sentence in the State's prison, 
could injustice or reason claim, on that account, at the hands of the 
state, a palace for his abode and a princely pension for his maintain* 
ance ever after. And yet you talk of the sinner's demanding hea- 
ven as his just due, simply because he has suffered the punishment 
of his sins ; and sneer and flout in the face of Universalists that 
*' their's is a Christless svstem*' ; that there is no salvation in their 
scheme ; ** nor have they any thing to do with Christ or his atone* 
ment" ! Think you there is no salvation but from punishment ?— • 
Think you there is no atonement but such as would consist in buying 
off a sinner from justice ? It may well be doubted, then, whether 
you will find either in the volume of revelation. 

In view of the imagined suspension of the penalty of eternal 
death, you exclaim in the fullness of your heart, " Wh^t a mercy 
this ! For had the full penalty of the law been executed upon the 
transgressor, not only must he have been cut down in his sins, and 
become eternally miserable, but the existence of all his posterity 
must have been prevented." Perhaps this may bo a great mercy 
to you, who happened to be born in a christian land, and are now 
permitted to enjoy the '' glorious uncertainties" of Methodism ; 
but it 10 quite possible had you been a Hindoo or a Hottentot, with 
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BO prospect before yoa but the torments of an endless hell, tbe mot^ 
ej of God in giving^ -jovi existence would not appear so conspicuous; 
Nearty-Bix tHoQsand years hove now elapsed since the transaction: 
is Eden, and daring all this period,' generation* after generation has 
appeared upon the stage and' then passed 'away ; and if your creed 
te true, ninety- nine of every hundred among the untold mill ions- 
tiMEt haye thus lived and died^ have gone d6wn to* hell ! *' What a 
mercy this"! Even now three quarters of the g^obe are covered with 
heathenish darkness, its inhabitants alike ignorant of the '* new 
trial for eternal life" and its conditions, without God and without 
hope ill the world, and prospective heirs of eternal burnings. ** What 
a mercy this" ! ' And you yourself with all your flattering^ hopes,' 
may yet, if' heaven and hell are awarded as you believe and teach'; 
"have to prove to your everlasting' sorrow that the wages of sin is 
death." Would you then exclaim ""What a meTcy*^? 

But where do you find this doctrine that the penalty of the divine 
liiw was suspended f Not a lisp is heard in Genesis. M6ses is as 
sHent as the grave upon it: Not a sentence, not a word does he 
utter that can be tortured into proof of such a doctrine. On the 
very day that man sinned he was called to the tribunal of God, and 
judgment was pronounced upon him. Yet here was nothing said' 
of the penalty or any part of the penalty being suspended. Not a 
bint is given of 'any such suipension. Nothing is said or intimated 
in the remotest manner of " eternal death**^^ nor indeed of temporal 
death as the penalty of the law. Mau was informed," it is true, that 
in the sweat of his face he should eat bread till he returned unto the 
ground: but the cause of his mortality was distinctly referred to 
the earthly elements of which he was composed, and not to the sin 
of which he had been guilty. " For dust thou- art and unto dust 
shalt thou return." Tbe Bible gives us no lighlt, no information 
with respect to this suspended penalty. No alfusion is made to 
it in all the inspired volume; and yet you- talk' of it as a well known 
and acknowledged truth ; so •weU k^nown ihd%ed,aiid so acknowledge 
ed, that you d6 not trouble yourself to give, or your reader to ex- 
amine, a single proof. Not an attempt even is made on your pait 
to-furnish a particle of evidence of its truth. You assert it witH 
sufficient confidence, I acknowledge, and on that assertion restyouv 
•ause. And • is this the way that the horiible dogma- of endtesft« 
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ir.i«ery is to Ble bbUtercd ' up ? It moy do, Mr. Re minion, With 
some of your Methodist brethren who possess an easy credolity ; 
it may pass in the conventicle as good'ddctrine, b\it thinking peo- 
ple, beUcve me, even among your own fraternity, mus^ feel the in- 
sult that you ofier to their understandings, wlven you liius tender 
them your own ipse dixit instead of the express' word of God. They 
ask for bread and vou give him a stone. They ask" for truth, the 
truth of God, and'you repeat to tKem the falsehood of the serpent; 
and then to make that falsehood plausible, you talk of the suspended 
•penalty of God^s law, of whicH God htmself has said nothing. So 
dear to your heart is the doctrine of endfcss misery that you will 
make any sacrifice, you will resort to any artifice, rather than reli^ 
quish it. Am I 'too severe T IfTam, pardon me. But "let. God. 
be true." 

Of the rest of your observations upon your first proposition I have • 
Uttle to say. The doctrines, if I anr not mistaken, were chiefly bor-- 
rowed from Dr. John Taylor, of Norwich, Eng. and may perhaps 
be made to harmonize with the doctines of the Methodist Episcopal' 
Church. But of this I have serious doubts. Your friend JVIr. Amos 
Belden is familiar with them, and probably knows how they found' 
a place in your lectures. 

I however admire the ingenuity displayed in thispart^pf your la? 
bbrs. When God pronounced the curse upon the serpent, that the 
seed of the woman should bruise his head,, you perceive the dawn- 
ing of the gospel, and thenceforward every part of the divine sen- 
tence upon our first parents (Gen. iii. 16 — 19) was, to jour eye,, 
radiant with its glory. Even temporal death, a part of the original . 
p^naky^ became a blessing, and ' sufferings and ' sorrows were ap>- 
ppintments mad^ under grace. But there is a mystery here. *' These * 
allotments, therefore, ace not penal,V you say, . "inasmuch as ihey 
were made under grace and therefore not as -punishments for our- 
sins." There is -then no proper. p,unishnaent, no infliction of the - 
penalty in this -world, and the curse which God'*' pronounced waji a^ 
blessing. But what do you understand' by a penalty or punishment 7 ' 
Is it something that growstoue^ofi^ revenge, the' offspring of thai ter-~ 
rible and undiivine attribute,..'^ vindictive justice" '; -.something that 
has no regard to the good of the punished, biit finds its end in un-- 
qualified andlSMless-miftesy ? If such be your conceptions of pen-* 
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ally, how, I ask could spiritual and temporal deat)i ever nuike a 
part of it 7 

But what you have to say on this part of the subject is irrele- 
vant to the question before us, and I shall therefore omit all farther 
remark. Tdere are some evils in this life which I regard as punish- 
ments of sin; if they are not so the Bible is clearly untrue. There 
are others which I cannot but look upon as evils incident to our 
physical nature, and to which we are subject in common with all 
the various tribes of living creatures upon the earths But that there 
is any uiunixed evil in the universe, any thing which God cannot 
and will not, in his wonder-working providence, overrule for good, 
I neither know nor have the slightest reason for believing. The 
vrhole econpmy of God is an economy of adorable grace. < *' God is 
lave." Love shone forth in the morning of creation ; love has dis- 
played itself in every period of the past> and is becoming more and 
more radiant as the great purposes of the Deity are developed ; 
and love shall impart the crowning glory to the grand consumma- 
tion of the divine plan, when death shall have been abolished, and 
the serpent destroyed, and sin annihilated, and God shall be all 
IN ALL ; for then *' shall he rest in his love" — its objects accom- 
plished, its wishes attained. 

May God in his mercy grant you better views of his character and 
governmeAt, and lead you to pray with fervent desire, and faith un- 
feigned, " Thy kingdom come ; thy will be done." 

I am as ever yours, , 

Thomas J. Sawyer. 
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LETTER IX. 

Dear Sir — I ghall now proceed to consider your second pro* 
position. In this it is your business to sfiow that the penalty 
of the law will be inflicted in a future state of being. 

We have before seen what ill success attended your labor* 
to prove that the divine penalty was suspended. That point 
was made out, if at alt, on your bare assertion ; for in the twen- 
ty pages devoted to that subject, I have sought in vain for a 
single appeal to the inspired volume. The whole theory is 
one of human making, and to snstain it the word o{ God must 
be frittered away, and the falsehood of the serpent converted 
into a most wholesome and glorious truth. 

The proposition before us is predicated upon llie preceding 
one. If you failed in establishing that, this falls to the ground 
of itself. But I shall glance at your arguBftent, not that it )» 
necessary to refute it in order to defend Universalism, but 
merely to show you that the case is not so cl^Mr as you may 
perhaps imagine. Future punishment may be true, but I do 
not believe you, have proved iu 

1 am amused, at the oddity of your proposition. *^ This in- 
cvitable penalty," you say, '' will be executed upon the finally 
impenitent in a future state of existence/' The penalty is inr 
evitabiCf and "yet it can be, and will be, avoided by all but the 
finally impenitent ! And perhaps even they will escape, for 
you tell us, p. 53, that '^ God visits incorrigible sinners*'-^ 
who, I imagine, are about as intractable subjects aa the finally 
impenitent—" God visits incorrigible sinners, individually and 
nationally, with judgments, that they may be led to repent- 
ance !" 

To prove that the wicked will be punished in a future state, 
you introduce no less than nine arguments, chiefly borrowed 
from your brethren, the Rev* Messrs. Merritt, Lee, and Scott* 
Unfortunately, however, your proofs, like the witnes««iagaintS 
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J^iuf, a^ree 'not; together. Tbe truth i»» in making up yomr 
book, sufficient care wa» not taken to avoid contradictions,, 
and it so happens that, if your iavorite authors were individu- 
ally, consistent withthemselves, they are mutually destructive - 
to each other.. 

Your, first argument in favor of future, punishment is bor- 
rowed from Mr. Lee. This gentleman has discovered a me- 
thod" by which he is enabled' to reduce any TJhiversalist who 
will stand his ground, in a moment. The battery which is 
thus fatally brought to bear- upon us, adtnits however of but 
onedirection> and'in case of the worst, we only need' to change 
our positibn sHgHtly in ordfer to avoid the threatened ruin, and 
then all his mighty preparation becomes a dead loss. But let 
us examine this engine of d^ath. The argument before us is 
. simply this :- ** UniVersaMsls,'*' according to Mr. tee, " con- 
tend that the object of all divine punishment is to reform the 
sufferer." This he is careful to infqrm us the Methodists db 
not admit ; but if it be admitted, then cue of three consequen- 
oes^must follow, viz. ciiher every sinner must be reformed in 
this life, or punishment must failto accomplish its end, or last- 
ly, it must be continued in a future state. Now toimagine that 
punishment reforms every sinner U this worldis, ih the opin- 
ion of Mr. Lee, out of the question. To say that it fails to 
reform, is for the Universalist to r-elinquish his position and 
concede that it is not corrective, or else that it must be contin- 
uedin order to accomplish in a future state what it did not ac- 
complish here. 

But what does Mr. Ice mean by corrective punishment, or 
punishment reforming the sinner? I make this fnquiry in no 
spirit of caviling ; forif I am not mistaken, Mr. Lee and Uhi- 
v«rsalists are speakings of two very dlstitict things under tlie 
same name. If by reforming, or con-ective, or disciplinary 
puuishment is meant a punishment which always or ever in 
nself restoiesa man to true holiness, and thus fits him for 
heaven, the TJhiversalist dfenies its very existence. There is 
no such thing in the government or God. If there were, pun- 
ishment would hold the place assigned in that government to 
6Tir Lord* Jesus Christ, andthus annihilate the gospel; or ra- 
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<&er, perhaps, evolve tbe gospel from the veiy besom of the 
law, and make itself essentially homogenioug with the richest 
displays of divine grace in the sufferii^s and death of a Medi- 
ator. In such punishment Universalists have, they can have, 
no faith whatever. And yet it is of such, that Mr. Lee, if I 
do not misunderstand him, here speaks. 

What then, it may be asked, do you mean by corrective or 
refbrmipg. punishment 1 I answer: Punishment obviously 
holds a place in the government of God, and an important but 
not the highest place. It was never dieeigned to sanctify the 
heart or purge the conscience, that is, to give man a complete 
victory over his appetites and passions. This was reserved 
fur the gospel. For " who is he that overcometh the world,'* 
inquires the beloved disciple, " but. he that believeth that Jer 
sua is the Son of God ?" The office of punishment is a lower 
one. It was not designed so much lo- make man holy, as to 
reader hi m le$s sinfui. It restrain* him in the indulgence of 
his passions, lessens the number and turpitude of his sins, and 
by seconding the voice of conscience, tends to fit him for the 
veception of better principles and a hoUier influence.. Punish- 
ment alone cannot make a man a- christian or form a soul for 
heaven; but it can k<eep him back from crimes, which, with- 
out it, he wottid have perpetrated, and from depths of deprav- 
ity to which he would otherwise have sunk. Its influence,, 
though great, is rather negative than positive, -while grace tri^ 
umi^s in the sanctiflcation of the heart. 

Considered in. this light, it may be doubted, if punishment 
ever fails of accomplishing good ; not the highest good cer> 
tatnly^ but a good subservient to^ the divine benevolence, and 
tending toward that which is . spifitual and divine. And is 
Mr. Lee quite certain that every sinner ie not adequately punr 
ishedand reformed, as far as punishment is designed to reform, 
in this life ? I know he speaks on this subject w^ith great conr 
^ence, and assures us that ^' both. Scripture and matter of 
iact abundantly declare" the contrary. He adduces instances 
in which men appear to die sinning and unrepentant. But he 
judges merely "accoxdin;^ to the appearance," with little or no 
posiilve knowijedge on th« subject. > He neither knows the inr 
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ditiidaf^' dem6tbkf nor how mneli he is ponishej, noi'jei 
what etteet the ptmiaHmetit ha« upon him. *' For aught we 
know," atxyuMt. RetalogtoD, ••oorhearenly Father may a£i 
flicC iw even tUito death to htnnfole os for oar sins and bring u« 
to repent and seek him." And for aught that Mr. Remington 
or Mr. Lee knows, this may be the case with et ery sinner ill 

the woiid. 

If future punishment can be proved from revelation, the Uni- 
Versalist must relinqnish his opinions on the subject. But un» 
til this is done, something more is necessary to persuade bim 
of the doctrine than an appeal to his acknowledged short* 
sightedness and ignorance. But Mr. Lee must not beg his 
queotion, as he does in the argument before us, by predicating 
the conclusion on premises lying beyond the sphere of possible 
proof. It is not enough to say, ** We do n6t see all men re- 
formed in this world ; therefore they are not reformed." If 
Mr. Lee can ptove fature punishment, he can do it by 8ome*> 
thing besides this argument, which is not proof, and ta there- 
fore here out of place. 

Your second proof is also borrowed from Mr. Lee. l^ough 
m6re aeute, it is not less indirect than the preceding. ** The 
Scriptures," says your friend, " teach that the puntshtnent of 
the wicked is longer than man's entire earthly existence, and 
if so, it must follow that such putiishment is in a future state." 
To prove this, Mr. Lee quotes two classes of scripture texts» 
one of which represents human life as very short, speaking* of 
it as " grftss," or '' the flowed of grass," or as " a vapor that 
appeareth for a little season and then vanishethaway ;" while 
the other calls punishment " everlasting," and " forever and 
ever." Now, says oar author, "everlasting punishment most 
be longer thSku a life that is as a vapor," and ** everlasting de- 
struction must be longer than the life of a man whose days 
upon earth are as a shadow." 

But did it never occUr to you or your coadjutor, that this 
kind of reasoning is quit^ liable to deceive your readers if not 
indeed yourselves ? It is possible, and even propCT, to speak 
of the same period of time as long or short, as it may happctt 
t6 be directly or indirectly c6inpared with other periods «f 



57 

af»equiU dara^tioiK A life of fWTpnCy years it v^iy tboitt, nrbett 
compared with eternity; it is even as a. flower or as jg^rass over 
which the wind pe^seth and it is gone. But seyenjty yeai^s of 
war, or famine, pr pestilence would be ^on^ in comparison with 
the ordinary duration of such scourges. A single twelve 
month o£ Tiolent and unremitting tooth-ache would seem to 
the poor suflferer like an age ; and if the pain experienced in a 
single tooth were extended to every nerve in the human sys- 
tem, thus indefinitely multiplying the agony, an hour would 
seem a year, and a year would be thought almost an eter- 
nity. 

Ad(^ting Mr. Lee*s method, the Bible itself would present 
us some strange contradictions. Thus man, who in one in- 
stance is said to be ** of few days," is in another exhorted to 
keep the commandments, with the assurance that they shall 
give him ** length oC days and long life.*' Thus also Afoses 
gives directions for making one of those beings whose life is 
^' a vapor," a "servant forever." And the Psalmist speaks 
of the good man who, notwithstanding bis "days upon^a^th 
area shadow," shall "not be n;ioved forever." 

The prophet Jonah says, "The earth with her bars was 
about me forever ;" and yet he was in the whale's belly but 
three days and three nights. The Babylonish captivity Was 
called everlasting, though it continued bat seventy years; and 
the present punishment of the ill-iated Jews is frequently, I 
might say generally, designated in the same manner. It is 
worthy of remark, however, that this everlasting punishpnent 
does not fall everlastingly upon the same individual. Tha 
Jews of apostolic times were punished with sn everlasting de- 
struction from the presence of the Lord. Their city was rii-_ 
sed to its very foundations, multitudes perished xoiseraUy in 
the seige and capture, and the poor remnant, were scattered 
over the earth, a by-word and a hissing among all nations.— 
From that time to the present, generation after generation. of 
that unhappy raee has tasted of this bitter cop, And looked to- 
ward the site of their oace faolyoHy, and wept over its desola- 
tions, abd mourned that Ae foee oC God is turned away finom 
hii people. And netvithataiidiBif &e dceami of heoevoieiit 
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tadnuittitt, the day feems lar distant in tbe fiitnre, wben '*aTI 
Ifnel fhall be sabred." An apostle speaks of the inhabitants 
of Sodom and Gomorrah as being; set forth for an example* 
snffisring the Tengjeanoe of eternal fire ; and yet there is no 
reason to suppose that they are etemaliy snffeTing, nor is the 
language so interpreted by the best commentators. So in the 
case before us, men may be punished with a punishment call- 
ed ererlasting, and yet suffer a period much less than that of 
ordinary human life. 

The third argument in &vor of future punishment to which 
you call attention, is deriyed "from the unequal distribution of 
rewards and punishments in this life." Tou conclude, " if 
there be a Gk>d, he must be just, and render to erery man ac- 
•cording to his worics.*' But human experience, you say, 
plainly shows that he does not do this in the present world. — 
You also quote a couple of pages from Dick's. " Philosophy of 
a Future State,** to the same purpose. 

That there are apparent inequalities in the distribution of 
rewards and punishments here, will be readUy conceded. But 
there is a difference between what is apparent and what is 
real ; between what we see and what we do not see. Must we 
<take the doctrine of future punishment for granted, because we 
cannot see how every man 4s adequately punished here ? If 
this be a legitimate method of reasoning, we need only appeal 
to our ignorance to prove any thing whatever ; and the mora 
ignorant we are the more conclusive the' argument ! 

There is one fact however which deserves attention on this 
subject. It is, that notwithstanding all the apparent inequali- 
ty of rewards and punishments in this world, there is no truly 
good man living, who would not almost infinitely prefer the 
condition of the righteous to that of the wicked, even if there 
were no future state at all. So true is €rud*s word, that the 
righteous have great peace, while Uiereis no peace to the wick* 
ed. 

But will yon allow me to hint -diat you possess a veiy treach> 
erous memory. It is but a- fbw pages back that yon were in- 
sisting at great length, under the guidance of Dr. Taylor of 
Norwich, tiiat " our appoia^enia to aoflbring and mortality 



we d«si^ed for our benefit,^' that they '' are not penal^^ 
** not to punish us for our sins, but to save our souls/' that they 
aie "a kindaees," that is, "disciplinary chastisements" weli 
suited to our fallen condition , anddesignedto lead us back to 
God. And now imder the influence of more orthodox teachers 
you are about to prove a futureMate ofendless misery from the 
fact that Qod grants to the good, in common with the evil, a 
participation of these " benefits"! Yea, you complain of God as 
not just because he employs the same means to save the eouls' 
of a good and a bad man ! Would you indeed have him load 
the wicked exclusively with those sufferings which you call " a 
kindness," and " which," you tell us, " are well qualified to 
impress upon man's mind the heinous nature of sin ; to wean 
his afiections from the -world, and to lead him back to that God 
from whom he had strayed." If f here be any truth in your 
theory, the multiplied suffeiingsof the good would rather prove 
them the especial favorites of heaven. And if there be any 
truth in the Bible it is that God "rewards every man accord- 
ing to his works." 

But I must close. There are several other points the 
^consideration of which 1 must defer till another time. 

I am as ever youi;s, 

Jbomas J. Sawtkr* 



LETTER X. 

Dear Sir-^Your fourth argument for future punishment in 
drawn " from the fact that the present life is a state of proba- 
Inon." But a «tate of prebstiim iriiplies — according to Mi>. 
Scott, from whom you borrowed the argmnent and illustra^ 
tion— ft time of review, " when 'the probatianers "will be re^ 
warded or punished aocotding to their "works." Such a re^ 
-view eannot take place, however, "till the staEteof trial i« 
^nuked" and this* we are told, " generally lasts as lon^ as 
jheirlivet." Hence ".th« threatened penalty,. as iw«U as the 



pronifed price if placed at the end tof Hfe.** You yourself add 
that "a man is not property pimfsbable for the fion-perform* 
anee of a wofk assigned him until the time allowefl him for 
its performance has expired." 

The first observation which I shall here make is, that an 
admirable harmony subsists between this and the preceding 
argument. Under the last head you inferred future punish- 
ment from " the unequal distribution of rewards and punish- 
ments in this life.^ Here, however, you infer the same doc- 
trine from the fact that there is, and from the very nature of 
probation, there can be nothing like rewards and punishments 
in this world at all ! Men are not properly punishable till the 
season of their probation has expired ! This reminds one of 
Dr. Fisk*s pungent and classical remark, that Universalism,. 
" like the fabled Hydra of antiquity, has many heads, and 
when one is cut off there are others left, and when these are 
assailed the former springs up anew." The only difference in 
the case seems to be this, that your Hydra imparts to each of 
its many heads the rare and unnatural faculty of snapping off ail 
the rest, which leaves the monster at last but a headless trunk t 

The morality of this doctrine of probation is also worthy of 
admiration. Tell a man, in the words of Rev. Mr. Scott, that 
*^ this present life is not a state of retribution;" impress upoa 
his mind that he has nothing to fear in this world, but on the 
contrary much to hope, from a course of transgression ^ in- 
struct him, in the language of the same approved divine, that 
^' no one CBXk finally fail till the laU tands of his probation are 
run out," i. e. till his natural life i^ ended — and if you can 
make the depraved heart believe this mass of damnable felse- 
hood, you have laid the foundation for na ordiaary viilaAB I He 
must be a poor knave indeed if he cannot resolve to lepent be- 
fore he dies, and if he does but this he is safe for eternity ;mkI 
with this salvo to his conscienoe, he is prepaied for any aad 
every orime. The world has lately been instmctedl by some 
apUodid speoimeDa of the fruit of thia moral BiwooB. Oidi« 
9ary crimes, the oinbreaJKings of ooqunon mmmtn, wase for a 
timJforgottMi, when it behejld adultery and BMudior ghwoains 
forthfiront oader saeevdotal vfatneota I 
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This woHd iw« « stMe of i«ferilmti»ii t>--mttn not iirop«rty 
pwiishablediiriiigrthfs Dfe! Ttien th^Bibteis fete*; andGod 
is unjust ; atid the world's history is a fable, and all haman 
experience a lie. Then poor Cain was wretchedly mistak^i 
when in the very presence of Jehovah, he cried oat in the bit- 
terness of his soal^ ^' My punishment is greater than I can 
bear." And moet pitiable indeed was the ignorance of tho 
Psalmist when he said, '^Verily, he is a God that jodgeth in 
the earth." But wliy do I refer to the Scriptures ? Who but 
the man that had a point to make oat, could ever read the 
Bible and yet pretend that God does not reward and punish 
men here 7 

There is one point more that I must not omit to notice, {n 
the argument before us we are informed who the jinally im' 
penitent are, upon whose heads alone the inevitable penalty 
ofGod'B law is ultimately to fall. They are such as die unre- 
pentant — " the last sands of whose^ probation are run out." 

But when a man's probation is ended,, his character must of 
course be fixed ; not fixed naturally by the strength of princi* 
pie, as in the case of just men made perfect, but by dire neces- 
sity ; fixed by all opportunity for reformation or farther im* 
provement being suddenly cut off, and the free moral agent 
stripped of his agency, and ushered into a state in its very na- 
ture changeless ! But this beauty of Methodism you have be- 
fore pointedly denied. You say, p. 27, " The Scriptures teach 
us that God has made man a moral being, and furnished him 
with every requisite for his holiness and happiness as such ; 
that he will make him just as holy and happy as he can con- 
sistent with his word, and with that important principle of his 
government which recognizes man as a free moral agent ; and 
that he will never deprive kim of this necessary eonUUuent 
of his moral nature (or the purpose of makmg him either holy 
and happy or sinful and miserable..^ Now the scene is 
changed, and man*s free agency is to end with his natural life 1 
*' This necessary constitueot of his moral nature^ of whicis 
God " will never deprive him,^ pvo^es to be as *'a vapor that 
appearetl^ ibr a little season and then vanisheth away." Alas, 
for consistecucy \ This glorions bauble of Metbodist fieee ag«ft* 
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ay MeaM to iMve beta iatMdiictd fiM* the ufiwin!! ynrpo»e tyf 
aenring as a pretont f«r ihe damiatioii of nine^tonths of our 
lace. Only aMort that man ia a 'free e^at, (hoiigh tbia agen- 
<3j ]bsU bat a» iUmr or a dai^ or at most} .as Mp, Lee will have 
it, during a period whicb the Scriptures Tepreeentas *' very 
short'' — only assert tbat man is a free agent, though that 
ageney is withdrawn tbe very next breath after it is given, and 
you can easily justify the ways of God in damning to endless 
torments a whole -universe! This is the grand theological 
panacea, tfa«it is 'to cure all the inSdelity end heresy in tbe 
world. This is the wopder-working cfaarm that is to reconcile 
the human mind to cruelty and injustice and perHdy beyond 
all parallel, and transform tlae character of God, that would 
otherwise be black as feight, into the splendors and glories of 
noon-day ! I congratulate your Church on tbe possession ef 
SQch a mighty truth, such ti resolver «if all human doubts and 
difficulties ; and I doubly congratulate you upon your power 
of making man a free agent /or ever, or /or a moment yx%% jxs 
may beat suit your purpose ! Still, being such a heretic as I 
am, I cannot avoid asking you to stop an instant to shed one 
tear at the-thought'Of man's deprivation of this ''necessary con- 
stituent of his moral nature." Alas ! it is gone, vanished into 
thin air, lost in smoke, and the glorious consummation of Me- 
thodist freedom is o. fatalism as rigid and infinitely more hope- 
less than that of the coldest philosophy on earth ! Go on, my 
dear sir, to sing the praises of probation and free agency ; but 
never forget again that both are to end with life, and that the 
wicked are then to be transmuted into most inglorious nta- 
chines destitute of " moral nature,'^ and are thenceforward to 
spend an eternity, in cursing God without mxfral wrong, and 
in suffering punishment without moral character ! 

''Xhe doctrine of future punishment," you tell us in the 
6fth place, "is evident from the distinction which the Scrip- 
tures make between virtue And vice, or holiness and sin." This 
may be '' evident" to you, but I must confess it is not so to me* 
Virtue, you say, secures the approbation of God, and vice his 
disapprobation, ** in time and eternity." ** Do away with the 
puai*hincnt of v.ic^," you add^ " and joudo away with vififi U* 
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f«2f. Aoknowtodge the rMfkrd of vivtoe in tkif and the f«i* 
ture worM, and yon not 'only acknowledge Its existesoe, tet 
%hat vice most be punished ako."- 

Thts is really Aeliglitful. It is not a page 'back, that yon 
were arguing that from the nature of probation there can be 
neither rewards nor punishments in this life^ that thi« werld 
is not ^ a state of rettHbation/* but that " the threatened penr 
alty, as well as the promised prize, ie placed at the end of 
Kfe/' Now the whole- argument is reversed: and we are 
gravely told that if we do away with the punishment of vice 
we do away with vice itself. Of course there is no vice in 
this world, because there is no punishment here ! But this is 
not your meaning. You are now for the second or third time 
contending that this world is '' a state of retribution ;'* and 
that virtue and vice, as " perfect opposites, both in their na- 
ture and consequences," are'rewnrded andpunished ''in time 
and eternity." How unspeakably convenient is this shifting 
•f scenes ! When it suits your purpose this life is a state of 
probation only ; there is no punishment here : again when it 
suits your purpose, this Kfe becomes a state of retribution ; and 
what is most fortunate, you prove ftiture punishment from both 
facts with equal faciHty. 

The argument before us, liowever, possesses no force only 
on one supposition, viz. that the Universalist concedes that 
virtue is rewarded both -** in this and the future world." The 
Universalist that makes this concession will probably not hes- 
itate to acknowledge that vice is also punished in the future 
state as well as in the present, and I shall therefore leave him 
to your "tender mercies.** 

We now rise to a Wgher kind of proof. You say in the 
sixth place tliat, " Future punishment is certain from the fact 
that wicked men do not suffer in this world all that their sins 
deserve and all that justice requires. That they do, has never 
been proved to the satisfaction of the serious and candid part 
of the communitv." 

m 

But it is only on the preee^g pi^ <>^ yo^r lectures, that 
you affirm, that man is not punished here at all, and indeed is 
itot properly punishable till hit probtttton has expired ! It it 
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not stranfe, Mr. Remiagto&t that yoa dMmat determine 
^^liicr we are pmisbed ia. this world iaai^degrcee wkatever^ 
or not 7 If you could once settle that point with yourself yott 
would be in a much fairer way to prove future punishment. 

But it '^ has never yet been proved" that '* wieked men suf- 
fer in this world all that their sins deserve and all that justice 
requires*" Indeed \ Has it ever been proved that tliey d» 
notf You assert that future punishment is certain, because 
the wicked are not adequately punished in this life ; but it is 
not my business to prove a negative. 

What then are the facts on which you rest your assertion ? 
You answer in the words of Mr. Scott, that wicked men are 
not adequately punished in this world, either in iheir otUward 
eircumatanees, in their bodies j or in iheir totUs. As to their 
uncomfortable circumstances, and outward afflictions, Mr. 
Scott tells us, " the righteous have, and always have had as 
large, if not a much larger portion than the wicked. Here 
the righteous receive their * evil things j* and the wicked 
their ' good things,* " And as to diseases and pains of body, 
he thinks there need not a w^ord be said. The righteous have 
their full share .' And in respect to their souls, the wicked 
have greatly the advantage, inasmuch as the righteous possess 
a very tender conscience, while there is '' a class of wicked 
men who suffer no pain or remorse of conscience at all." Ac- 
cording to this representation, the condition of the wicked, so 
faras this world ia concerned, is much to be preferred! — 
Against such a doctrine as this I will not stoop to argue. If 
the Bible does not settle the fact that the *' pure in beiBirt are 
blessed," that the righteous are far the most happy, even in 
this life, then will I acknowledge that there is peace to the 
wicked, and that sinners, if not wise, are at least very shrewd, 
since they can secure so much more happiness in sin here, and 
by timely repentance can ultimately be taken " unwhipt of 
justice" to the joys of heaven ! The moral bearings of thia 
doctrine are too obvious to require particular mention. 

The next argument for future misery is founded on certain 
** descriptions which the Scriptures give of the punishment of 
the wicked." They are such as, "Indignation and wrath. tri« 
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bulatioa and angpiish**'-^" the Lord Jesus shall be revealed 
from heaven in flaming fire^ taking vengeance" — " the lake 
which burneth wilh fire and brimstone" — "outer darkness"— 
" weeping and gnashing the teeth'*—'' their worm dieth no€ 
and the fire is not quenched" — and " unquenchable fire."— 
"Who can suppose," says Mr. liee, ot somebody else whom you 
quote, " who can suppose that these descriptions belong to 
punishment befalling sinners gen«rally in this life ?" 

That one of these expressions may refer to the punnfainent 
of sinners generally f is barely possible; but that the rest, 
were applied to special and uncommon judgments is too obvi- 
ous to escape the observation of any honest reader. Is it &ir 
then to take such descriptions and insist that they most be ap^ 
plicable to " sinners generally in this life," or else that they 
must be referred to the future, and received as positive proo& 
of future punishment? In the first place you assume what is 
false in fact, that these expressions are used to de<scribe ordi* 
nary and general punishments ; and in the next place, what 
you cannot prove, and do not attempt to prove, viz. that these 
descriptions are < not applicable to any punishments in this 
world. When you shall have given any substance to these ar- 
rant assumptions, it will be time to take up the defensive ; and 
then it will be no difficult task to show that these very expres- 
sions and others similar and equivalent to them, are employed 
in describing judgmicnts properly temporal. Of this you may 
satisfy yourself, if you will but take the trouble to study the 
Old Testament Scriptures with any t<^erable car^, and inter- 
pret this phraseology of the New in their light. Say what 
you will of these expressions being " too forcible and emphatic 
to come from the pen of the most impassioned poet;" say 
what you will of the improbability that " the Hoiy Ghost ever 
dictated descriptions so far from the sober truth ;" sober fact, 
the palpable reality of whidi every well insti^icted divine is 
fully conscious, and which every honest theah>gian cannot but 
acknowledge, must convince you that these very terms, or oth- 
ers equivalent to them are used in the Scriptures with refer- 
•nee to punishmeata belonging exclusively to this world. 
I am with due respect'jroii^r Juomam J. ftkWTnt. 



LETTER xr. 

Dear Sllr*^your eighth argument in favor of future punish' 
me&t, is predicated on what the Scriptures say with respect to 
the place where the wicked will be punished. Mr. Lee, whom 
you> here quote, says, ** They associate with the punishment 
of the wieked the idea of & place or Jocality in a manner thai 
forbids the supposition- that it i« endured in this life. Hell is 
referred to as a place of punishment not in this world, but in 
a future &tate." Whether with a local hell, Mr. Lee believes 
in a lake of literal fire and brimstone, where, Dives-like^ they 
Buffer an iotojierable thirst aqd are tormented in flame, or in a 
placjs of «uch intense <;Qld as shall pvodiice weeping and gnash- 
ing of teeth, op whether he believes- in a hell such as Milton 
and. some other poets de^ribc,. and. such as Dr. Clarke seemed 
much inclined to adopt', which combines the '* fierce extremes" 
of both fire and frost, he does not inform us. 

We here come to a most scholar-like examination of the 
four words generally rendered ^<// in our common version, and 
a most masterly refutation of the labors of the Rev. Mr. Bal«- 
four on this subject. The Rev. Mr. Lee, from whom, without 
** always giving credit," you have borrowed this argument, as 
well as the greater part of the imposing^ array of learned au- 
thorities which supportft^ it, frankly confesses that he cannot 
review Mr. Balfour's work in the limited space which he has 
prescribed to himself: but fortunately enough he thinks this 
unnecessary, as he believes the matter may be settled in a few 
pages ! I have read with great care the twenty pages which 
he has allotted to. the 8ubject>.Q« well as the five pages of your 
lectutes, and, though- X regret tp. give either him or you the 
least cause of pain, I must honestly donfess that in my poor 
judgment, this shor^^-hand* method* of yours has not succeeded 
a whit better than tho former and more laborious plan pursued 
by the Rev. Mr. Sabioe, the Rev. Dr. Allen, the late Rev. 
Becoard Whitman, and Prof, -Stuart 1. You willnot expect me. 
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Ifterefbre to enter into a Very protracted dlscafsion of tliis 
topic. I shall merely glanee at v^hat yotr s/tem to'tlihik suffi- 
cient to settle the matter Beyond' tbe reach of oaviK 

You first take up tBe Hebrew word* SHealf and tell u» very 
candidly that in the opinion o^Dr. Campbell, "this word'unf- 
versally denotes (He state of the dead' in general, without regard 
to then: virtuous or vicious character and* conduct, or to their 
happiness or misery.'^' And' what have you opposed to hi's 
authority on this subject ? Merely a loose and groundless ob- 
servation of Dr. Adam Clarke, that jS^eo/signifies "sometimes 
any deep pit, or even AcW itself." This testimony of the good 
Dr. is backed, indeed, by the pious TMatthew Henry, as also by 
Alexander Cruden, the redoubtable " Corrector," better known 
ad the author of a very good' Concordance to the English Bi- 
ble. Now it might have occurred' to you, and to your friend 
Mr. Lee, had you been very faipiliar with the nature of the 
subject and the relative value of authoritiea, that the opinion 
of Crud'en and Matthew Henry here was not worth the paper 
on which it was expressed ; and that even the observation of 
Dr. Clarke, unsupported as it is by a single passage where the 
word signifies " hell itself," is not calculated' to- carry convio* 
tion to any mind. To say that SfCeoi sometimes signifies "hell 
itself,"'is a thing very easily done, and' there are few men who 
better know how to say such things than Dr. Clarke. But lo 
prove such a ?aying true, is not so easily accomplished ; and 
of this the Doctor would have been quite sensible had he made 
the attempt. 

Gesenius, the most distinguished' Hebrew scholar and lex- 
icographer of the present day^ defines Sheol to be " the under 
world ; a vast subterranean place, full of thick darkness, in 
which are congregated the shades of the dead ;" but he does 
not support Dr. Clarke's assertion that it signifies "hell itself." 
Jahn, another German scholar and theologian of no mean 
name, speaks in' his Archaeology, of 8heol in the same man^* 
ner as docs Gesenius, and says explicitly that it cannot be 
proved by direct testimony that "the Hebrews believed that 
there was a difierence in their situatidn in Sheol between the 
good and the bad." Fcof. Stuart of Aikdo\%r>.wh(> hAtderoted 



maeb tine maA ■ftifii— t» tin* avbiect* and written a UMmd 
Bfisy mptm k, vad wift, let it be lannaberad, was vxtremely 
anxiooB to imka oattlw vtery puiat which Dr. Churfce took for 
gnntcdf aays, " The sum of the evidence finom the Old Tetta- 
nent in reigard to Skeolf is that the Hebrews did probably in 
some cases eonaect with the use of this word, the idea of mis- 
ery sebseqoent to the death of the body. It seems to me," he 
adds, ** that we can safely believe this ; and to aver more than 
this woold be somewhat hacardous when all the examples of 
the word are daly considered." Any one who is disposed to 
see the weakness of this prohabilUy, is referred to Mr. Bal- 
four's Reply to Stuart. He will there find, unless I am greatly 
mistaken, that there is not the shadow of evidence that Skeol 
ever means bell, ot implies a place of future punishment. 

- You next consider the Greek word Hade*. You say " Dr. 
Campbell remarks, ' that this term means the receptacle of 
the dead, and ought rarely to be translated hell, in the aemc 
in which we now use that word to signify a phice uf torment.' " 
From whom you borrowed this pretended quotation from 
Campb^, I know not. I am charitable enough, however, to 
think that you have never read him yourself, and have therefore 
been imposed upon, by some ignorant or mischievous friend. 
Be that as it may, I am quite certain that Campbell makes no 
such remark as yon ascribe to him. Speaking of Hadet he 
saySi " In my opinion it ought a«t;er in Scripture to be ren* 
dered hell, at least in the sense in which that word is now 
untversaJIy understood by Christians." 

But what proof do you adduce that Hades is ever used in 
the Scriptures to signify hell 7 Here Dr. Clarke appears again, 
who tells us that this word answers " to Sheol in Hebrew, im. 
plying often, 1st, the grave ; 2dly, the state of separate souls, 
or the unseen world of spirits, whether of torment or in gen- 
eral." In another place he informs us that Hades was a gen- 
eral term among Greek writers by which they expressed this 
state [the state of the dead] and this Hades was Tartarus to 
the wicked and Elysium to the good." The question, however, 
is not what the Greek writers employed the word to mean, 
hut whether it ever bean this meaning in the Scriptures. 



The parable oC the rioh man and Laaaruji furnishes the only 
instance wheee suoh. a signification «f the \rord can be pra- 
tended in the Bible* And here, I am very wiUic^ to confess 
it bears it fulfy : and why .should it not J For the descriptions^ 
or imagery of this parable, as Dr. Macknight acknowledges, 
** are not drawn from the writings of the Old Testament, but 
have a remarkable affini^ to the descriptions' which the Grp^ 
cian poets have given." And Dr. Ligbtfoot, a scholar scarcely 
less familiar with classic than with Jewish writers^ does not 
hesitate . to say that ** according to this common [heathen] 
opinion, Christ frames bis parable.," Now it would be well 
for us to remember that our Savior borrowed these popular but 
heathen descriptions of Hadet^ not for the purpose of placing 
upon them the seal of divine truth, but because~the Jews from 
their long intercourse with the Greeks and Romans had be- 
come familiar with them, and these common notions were 

■ therefore suitable materials to inweave in the texture of a 
parable. 

The language of Mr. Groves, whom you, or rather Mr. Lee, 
quoted, has been entirely misunderstood. " According to the 
christian doctrine," says Mr. Groves, Hadet signifies "4he 
invisible place of spirits, the unseen place of souls, the place 
of the dead generally : but vulgarly^ a place of torment; the 
abode of the damned." You will perceive that his definition 
-« according to the christian doctrine" does not include the idea 
you are wishing to make out ; and it is only the vulgar defi- 
nition, which is unlike the former, that suits your purpose. 

I am at a loss to determine why you omitted all mention of 
the testimony of Josephus, which Mr. Lee has 'introduced with 

\ so much effect. It is impossible that you should have suspect- 
ed that this famous '' Discourse to the Greeks concerning Ha- 
des," was a gross, forgery, though, the discourse itself appears 

'as if it might better be. from some Greek to Josephus. I am 
not now able to say when that piece was written, but it is very 

. obvious that it was written after the New Testament, and it is 
ccrtAin that it was never written by the pen of Josephus. 

You next lead us to the word Turtartia* This word, occurs 
but once ia the scriptures, 2 Peter ii. 4 ; and then as a denom- 
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inmiw ¥«*,' ft* ftis rttted. " For if Goa •pwwd nat Om an- 
gels that •tMled, bat cat llwtti dotw to ( ffW<#nw) hell," Uc. 
^m* <leflttitfon« of thft wof4 #bich yOtt copy from Mr. Lee arre 
eorrect. Tartams is m tbe Greifk Tisyfholog;y th» j^ace of ht- 
turd |>tMhltment, as Mr. Groves properly calU it, " tbe bell of 
tbe poets,** The qoeWioo is not rfKnit dte ttieentng of fhcr 
word, hot about tts applfcotion. It is yet to be proved thae 
die Apostle employed tbitf word in describiof any tn^ter of 
fact. There is great reason to beliete «h« he alluded to the 
popular story or tradition of fallen ai*gel*r witboot ifn the tewt 
degree intending to vewchfor its troth. Tbfc^ as Dr. Laidner 
informs us, was no mWMtiBT thing among the ancient cfaHstians,. 
and several examples of it occor in ^leKew Testament. What 
for instance is Paul's allusion to Cannes and Jambfes, orJode'sr 
mention of Michad contending with the devil idiout the body 
of Moses, but such a reference to popular' or weH known tra-^ 
ditions of this kind ? But did these Apostles mean' to assets 
the historical truth of such traditioQ»? He who will answer 
this question in the affirmative will find that he haslet counted 
the cost. 

It is a fact,. I suppose, beyond dispute, thuft tbe Scriptoresf 
famish no evidence, or even a hint of the fell ef angels till wer 
come to the 2d Epistle of Peter. Yet here the Apostle spOke 
of It as somethrng well known, though he spoke of what wa» 
no doctrine of revelation and in language that finds no anal-' 
ogy in the Scriptures. This story of the faH of angels', with 
all the particulars, the cattse, the time,, the being bound and 
cast into darkness, and reserved to the flsiy of judgment, &c.,, 
may be found, iF I am not mistaken ^ 'Jn the'«pbcryplmI'bo<^ 
of 'Enoch — a book that was eithe^'fn the hands of both Fetew 
and Jude,. and to which they alluded, or which hds^ bee A forg«d 
to quadrate with the popular traditidns to' whieh tbe Apostles 
referred. In either case the Use of the- word Tartara^ in the 
passage under consideration furnishes no ptt»Of that tbtfr^ is a 
place of futupe punishment ; but only tbl^t fh^ heathen, anfd in 
the later periods of their national exisrtehce; th^ Jewsitflsdhe'^ 
lieved'j'or spoke as if they beiieved such a doct-finO; 

We come lastly to the word Qekenna* • This^ as all agtee,. 
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,WM jtho iantie of ^' ^-^U^y ^C Hm^fvi*^' ^hmtOi. flf Jfenw^^, 
oDO^ celebrated for ftbe (lotnd wor9b%> of Molopl|, apd^Ttor^ 
wftfd pollpted witk «very •p«(^ of fiUfa a4 w«m utbe gmc#- 
sei -of aoimiU* «i»€l 4ead hoidiei W* malefac!tor« } to.opoftDiqe 
wbich, in order to avert ihe .peatUence ibat supb a m^a^ ^ 
corruption would occaaioo^ coastant fice^ were ke;pt buroiiig^" 
** Hence jcame the eKpresaioa/' flays ?*rof* Stuart, * Where the 
worm dieth not and the iire 19 00^ ^ueoched,^ ^^ 

So far the cas^ ia plains iNit now the advoeates^of futurefiod 
endless pmuahtn^l. contend that '^ in prop$|ff of .time thistpla^e 
came to be considprad an i^mhtom of hellj at the plaso of Kcf- 
aaant reserved for lihe punisbtneat of th« wic^eed in a fotoipe 
State.^' . Beit tins is to be proved, and it is the very thing that 
occasions all the difficulty* The Univeraalist contends w^d 
undertakes to prove that the word is diways to foe understood^ 
1st in its literal sense, as signifying- the valley of Hinnom and 
its punishments, or 2ndly in a figurative sense as denotii^, or 
descriptive of, temporal punishments, which although not in- 
Slicted in the valley of Hinnom, were from their character and 
circumstances appropriately and emphatically designated by 
that name. When vniv Savior, for instance, said to the Scribes 
and Pharisees, *^ How can ye escape the damnation of hell, 
Oehenna?" the question imports no more than. How can 
ye escape the terrible jndgments about to fall on this wicked 
city and nation ; jodgments in which all Jerusalem shall be 
like the valley of Hinnom, and your sufferings resemble those 
■of the most notorious malefactors 1 

But you say, '^ there is no evidence that criminals weieexf- 
cuted in the days^oCour Savior; or at any subsequent period 
by being burnt in the valley of Hinnom." " Th«t the Jews 
were accustomed to execute criminals in this .»*ay in our Sa- 
vior*s time, there is," says Prof, Stuart, *' no certain proof. 
The allusion, however, in Matt. v. 22, s^ems ulrapst neccssar 
rily to imply that such was the fact." And your favprite critic, 
Dr. A. Clarke, says on this passagr*, " Iti« very probable tbi^t 
our Lord means no more here than this? If a man charge an- 
other with opostacy. from the Jewish religion, or robpilifljn 
against God, and cannot prove his charge; f^hen h© »» exposefl 
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tb Aftt panfslnbeift (Sii^in^ i^ee) wHteh tWotftelf mtiAliaTe 
stiffer^d', if the chairge liAd- b^efi difbsHMtlttted.'* Ai»^ at the 
ti&se of hif note he spebf^s t>f this pttBiitmieiit again a» *^the 
hemg burn6 ative in the ^feilhey of the 9on of Hinnom. This 
^ appears' to-be the meaning 'of'ourLoiHt.**' 

The error into which you fkll is in conlbatting an opinion 
'which nobody holds, viz., that Universalists believe that Ge- 
henna is always to be understood and interpreted in a literal 
flense. The real difilerence between our' vtew^ on thhi subject 
*» probably just this : We bodi ' believe in a figurtttiye, or as 
1Pro£ StQMt calls it; " & g^ce^idary or 4jhV^0u«iI sense/^ of tl^ 
*word Gehenna. UniSversiilittS) however, belfeve thatchis tense 
' applies to punishments in this ' worldy which they are aMe 
abundantly ta prove. Our opposers belfeve^ that it is applied 
to punishment in a ftiture world, which they cannot prove- at 
all. 

But I have already spent more time upon this subject than 
Mr. Lee's discussion, or your abstract of it, demands. It is 
not a matter to be settled, as your favorite author imagines, 
** in a ftfew pages f and least of all by the authority of such 
^ritics as Matthew Henry and Alexander Cruden, and by such 
lexicons as Mr. Groves*, or Mr. Greenfield's Polymic- 
rian. It is a subject, let me add, which you are incompetent 
to manage,^ and which Mr. Lee is unable to bring within your 
grasp. The learning and research which you here exhibit is 
puerile enough at best, apd seems doubly so when we know 
that it is all borrowed, and borrowed too, with such a whole 
hearted confidence and fidelity, that yon did" not even eorrect 
your author's oversights and typographifcal erroi's. Does he 
refer to Swnuel ii. 6; you cannot even a^lbnj to tell your read- 
ers whether he meant the Jlrst or second hook of Samuel. 
Does he quote fVom Dr. aarite that the fi^ord Hadts ir made 
np of the Greek, - «, not, madideim, to see," you cannot stop 
or stoop to write ideih for id^im. Indeed you will not, even 
for the sake of uniformity, change Mr. Lee'i Roman letter in 
Greek words back into the proper Greek text, although when 
you quote other authors where the Greek letter is used your 
fuUisherfl 8h»w themselves quite able to« follow the copy." 
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I do not say that you are ignorant of ^e Greek alphabet ani 
grammar, but with all your display, of learning in th^a leo^ 
turea, I find no evidence that you ever studied either. 

, I am as everyours, Thomas J. SiwiMt. 



XETTEH Xn. 

Dear Sir— 1 now proceed to your ninth ancl last argument 

5n favor of the doctrine of future punishment. "TheScrip- 

, tures," you say, " teach that there is to be a day of judgment, 

when the whole human family will be judged and rewarded 

according to their characters or conduct in this life." 

This brings us back lo the ground that this world is not a, 
state >of retribution, a ground that you have occupied and aban^ 
doned so frequently in your preceding reasonings on this sub- 
ject. For if men are to be judged and rewarded in the future 
life for their conduct in this, then it is obvious t^at they are 
not judged and rewarded here. Of course man is free in this 
world, and free with a vengeance ; free from all restraint and 
enconragement, free from, all fear of punishment and hojie of 
reward here. The resul t of this beautiful theory of probation 
is, that God exercises no government on the earth ! True, he 
has given us the letter of a law, but it is without spirit, for its 
operation is suspended to some indefinite period in the future 
world. There, however, according to your theory, ample 
amends are to be made for all previous laxness in the govern* 
ment of God, and the rigors of eternity shall rectify the disor- 
ders of time. There ** the whole human family will be judged 
and rewarded according to their characters or conduct in this 
life.*' 

Let us stop a moment and contemplate the result to which 
you have now brought us. In this world all is anarchy, for 
there is no judgment in the eaith ; no rewards or punishments 
are administered here, and of course to all practical purposes 
there is no government I This is the first step : and believe 
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«• if Dothiag i» future wUek doe* aot lie hey«ad the bouiidft- 
riea of tiaie ! ' You seem lo foi^t tfaat the name author wbe 
euid that ** God shaUJbrmg eveiy work liit» judgment," «i|ici 
ftUo, ^ The righteous «iatf ^e reeompensed in the earth ; much 
more the wicked aud the tiaoer." That Chdii't "Judgment 
eeat'* i« in the future world yeu adduce bo evidence to prove ; 
«Bd you leave your reeden to tdie for granted that ''^ Jodg- 
oient to -oeme'^ nniBt l>e hey^nA .the grave. This, it mu»t be . 
«onfet8«Hl, M an easy way of proving a geqerel future jiidgment. 
Whenever you have leisure to show the just application of 
these texts to the aubjeet before ub^ I shall be happy to con^ 
«ideri<t. 

2. Tou fifmt tell us that*' the Scriptures liniit t!he judgment 
to a period subsequent to death." This is proved by Heb. ix, 
^7: " It is appointed unto men once to. die, but after this ^le 
Judgment.'* By inspecting the context, it will appear thattbe 
apostle was not here speaking ef a future general judgment, 
but was drawing a parallel between the rites performed by the 
4^wish High Priests on the day of atonement, and the sacri- 
fice of Jesus. The jn4ffnent of -which he «poke seetns to be 
the divine acceptance or rejection of the ohildren of Israel in 
the person of their High Priest when he entered the Holy of 
Holies once every year in their behalf. You also quote 2 Con 
-v. 10. '*We must all appear before the judgment seat of 
Christ, that every one may receive the things done in his body, 
according to that he hath done«" All the countenance which 
this passage givfs to your cause is derived ^rom amis-transla- 
tion. Dr. M acknight refiders it thus : " We must all appear 
before the tribunal of Christ, that every man may receive things 
in the body according to what he hath done." This shows 
that the judgment seat or tribunal of Christ w in this world, 
and that he administers temporal awards and punishments, 
eo that ''he that soweth to the flesh shall of the Jlesh reap 
corruption." 

3. In the third phice you assert that " the Scriptures speak • 
of former generations, and those who have been long dead> as 
reserved unto judgment." To sustain this position, you 
£rst quote Mau, ^ X5; ** It shall ha more tolerable for th« 
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land of Sodom ftiid Gomormb in the day of jnclgment than for 
that city." For an exposition of this passage I would refer 
you to the Christian Messenger, Vol. iv. p. 317. I shall here 
only quote one or two of the anthoritiei exhibited in that ar- 
ticle. Dr. Hammond paraphrases this text thns : *' I assure 
you the punishment that will light upon that city, shall besuch^ 
that the destruction of Sodom will appear to be more tolerable 
than that." Bp. Pierce ss^s, " The sense of the verse seems, 
to be this ; that which formerly befell Sodom emd Gomorrah 
was more tolerable than what shall befall this city." Dr» 
Adam Clarke and Gilbert Wakefield are to the same purpose* 
Your appeal to Rom. ii. 12 — 16, is also inconclusive. In the 
first place, the connexion of that passage is obscure and much 
disputed. In the second, there is no proof that the day in 
which God will judge the secrets of men by Jesus Christ, is- 
in the future state ; aad lastly, it must not be taken for granted 
that the apostle speaks of former generations At all. What 
you say of the fallen angels being reserved unto judgment — 
the judgment of the great day, may pass for what it 
is worth. If you will read Lawrence's translation of the 
book of Enoch you will find the origin of this phraseolo- 
gy. In chap. X. the author of. that book says, " Tbe Lord 
said to Raphael, Bind Azazyel hand and foot ; cast him into 
darkness; and opening the desert which is in Dudael, cast 
him in there. Throw upon him hurled and pointed stones; 
covering him with darkness ; there shall he remain for ever ; 
cover his face that he may not see the light. And in the great 
day of judgment let him be cast into the fire." Michael was 
also sent to " Samyaza" and to the other fallen angels, and was 
commanded to " bind them seventy generations underneath 
the eartht [that is, in Tartarus,3 even to the day of judgment." 
Jf any one will trouble himself to compare this account with 
the allusion in 2 Peter ii. 4, and Jude 6, be will not doubt 
whence the apostles borrowed it. 

There is an instance here of the manner in which you 
availed yourself of help, "always, however, giving credit.'* 
'Here is a whole page, proposition, proofs, remarks and all^ 
borrowed almost word for word, from Mr. Merrittj and you. 
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have the magoaDiraity to j^ve him credit for two lines, mark,* 
isg them with gresA care with the sigos of quotation, and re- 
ferring in tlie margin to ** Rev« T, Merrit." This is what I 
call literaiy accuracy 1^ 

4. The fourth reasan you offer for a ftitare general judg- 
ment is that '^ the Scriptures teach that all men shalliie judg- 
ed.'* But are you not aware that those whQ deny a future 
general j«dgment believe that all men shall not only be judg- 
ed, but also rewarded according to their works ? This is one of 
the most prominent .doctrines of those whom you call *' non- 
retributioBists/' and whose system at the sameftime you coll 
** Christless/' merely because it encourages no man to hope 
that he may escape the just punishment of his sins. 

Your criticism on the declaration that Christ is called " the 
judge of the quick and the dead/' seems to me very question- 
able. ** By the quick," you say, " we are to understand those 
who shall be alive upon earth at Chri»t*s second coming. Tho 
dead shall then be raised, and then, together with the quick, 
shall be judged.'' Some very respectable commentators hap- 
pen to think otherwise. Dr. M acknight and Dr. Adam Clarke 
understand the quick and the dead to mean the Jews and the 
Gentiles. " The Gentiles," says Dr. Clarke, ** previously to 
the preaching of the gospel among them, were reckoned to be 
dead in trespasses and sins. The Jews had at least, by their 
religious profession, a name to live." A careful examination 
of all the places where the phrase occurs, would probably sa- 
tisfy one that by tJie qnickj the apostles meant true christians, 
those who were spiritually alive ; and by the dead such as 
were yet in a state of unconversion and sin. 

5. Your fifth argument is that " the Scriptures teach that 
the human family shall be judged at one time, or on an ap- 
pointed day." Whether you would be understood to mean a 
day of twenty-four hours, I am unable to determine. It is not 
saying any thing, I hope, with which you are not already fa-^ 
miliar, to observe that the term day is used with great latitude 
of signification in the Holy Scriptures. Sometimes it means 
a period of twenty-four or even twelve hours, and sometimes a 
season of indefinite length. Thus the gospi'l dispensation is 



78 

called " the Jay oF salTation.** Moreover, k te wortliy of re- 
mark, that to judge does not always si^ify what we are apt 
to iraderstand by it. Sometimes it ofoviousty means to exer- 
cise the rule or authority of a governor or king. Thus when 
it is said that God " hath appointed a day in which he will 
Jfidge the world in righieoasness'* by- Jesas Christ, the mean* 
ing is simply this, that God has laid the government upon his 
shoulder, and that now Jesus Christ reigns over, as he is the 
constituted Lord and Savior of, all. This judging, instead of 
being a source of alarm and teiror, is the occasion of the high- 
est joy. See Ps. xcvi. 9-<— 13, and xcviii. 4— -9, where all na- 
ture is called upon to show demonstrations of joy belbre the 
Lord ; " for he cometb,^* says the Psalmist, '' he cometh to 
Judge £i. e. to govern] the earth ; he shall judge the world with 
righteousness and the people with his truth." This season of 
gospel judgment was property enough ccLlled the last day, in- 
asmuch as it was the closing or final dispensation of the di- 
vine economy on earth. 

C. Y.our ta3t argument in favor of a future general judg- 
ment, is that " the Scriptures sj)eak of the day of judgment 
with it% concomitants." These are the revelation, or coming of 
Jesus Christ: his being accompanied with his mighty angel 8 ; 
the heavens and the earth passing atoay, &x. By a reference 
to the 24th chapter of Matthew, you will find all these cir- 
cumstances particularly introduced, and likewise the time spe- 
cified by the Savior himself, when they should take place.— 
** Verily, verily I say unto you this generation shall not pasis 
away till all these things shall be fulfilled." So far as these 
circumstances are concerned^ they certainly afford not the 
shadow of evidence of a future general judgment. But you 
speak of this judgment which you represent as intimately as- 
sociated with the resurrection of the dead, so intimately in- 
deed, '' th^t it is represented as occurring on the same day." 
To prove this you quote and compare two passages of Scrip- 
ture. " The word that I have spoken," says our Lord, " the 
same shall judge him in the last day." To determine when 
this last day is, you introduce Martha the sister of Lazarus, 
who said, with respect to her brother and in answer to tho de- 
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claratton oF Jesns that he should rise ag«iin, " I know that he 
shall 4496 again in the resurrection at the last day." The con- 
ciodon is not irresistible, however, unless you are disposed to 
ta^e the words of an uninspired Woman as infallible. Martha, 
it is probable, spoke in accordance with the notions und phra- 
seology of the Jews, but it must not be taken for granted that 
she spoke the truth of revelation. 

" These plain Scriptural arguments," you tell us with cha- 
racteristic modesty and truth, " prove beyond the power of 
successful controversy, that there will be a future and general 
judgment, when ' Grod will render to every' man according to 
the deeds done in the body.* " And you conclude by saying 
that Universalists, to be consistent, should deny the resurrec- 
tion of the dead, as well as the general judgment ; for the ar- 
guments by which the former is supported, are no more con- 
clusive than those by which the latter is sustained." But let 
this vaporing pass. Our readers can now judge whether your 
" plain Scriptural arguments" possess the power which you 
ascribe to them. 

The popular doctrine of a future general judgment may be 
true ; but I am frank to confess that your arguments liave not 
convinced me, nor do I think that the proof is so direct and 
imequivocal as you seem to imagine. That God judges and 
rewards and punishes men here in some cases and to some ex- 
tent, nay, that every individual eats some of the fruits of his 
doings in this world, is a tnth so plainly revealed that no man 
who had not a system to support could even deny or doubt it. 
But that there is to be a future general judgment, and that un- 
der that judgment " God wiil render to every man according to 
his deeds done in the body," is a doctrine not so well authenti- 
cated, and which is attended with very great difficulties.—- 
These you have' neither avoided nor lessened by the course 
which you have pursued. Until you can determine for your- 
self whether this world is a state of rewards and punishments 
or not, I must think your prospect but a dreary one for disco- 
vering the truth with respect to the future. If a man cannot 
or will not see the sun in the heavens, he may wisely forego 
all disputation about the existence of those fixed stars of 
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our earth* And rely upon it, the doctrine of future punUh- 
ment can never be proved, only as yeu acknowledge at lea&t 
partial rewards and punishments here in the present state.—- 
Around this point you have been shuffling thus far in your lee-, 
tures. When it suited your purpose you tacitly admitted this, 
and then, when it seemed necessary in order to raise another 
argument, you denied it altogether, and spoke as if man had 
as little to hope from righteousness, or to fear from sin in this 
present life, as though there were neither hiws nor a God in 
the universe. 

I did not commence this review of your arguments in favor 
of the docti-ine of future punishment because I wished to de- 
ny that doctrine, nor because it was necessary to deny it, in 
order to sustain Universalism. I was rather anxious to show 
you that, whether the doctrine Itself is true or false, you have 
not proved it, and perhaps you might safely infer that you can- 
not prove it. You have advanced many arguments, but as 
they we're borrowed from different authors, and brought toge- 
ther with a singular economy of labor and discrimination, they 
have generally proved destructive of each other. 

I liave now considered the first and second propositions of 
your second lecture, and unless I greatly err in my estimate of 
your reasoning, your success in showing that the penalty of 
the law was not inflicted as it was threatened, and that it will 
be inflicted in a future state of being, has not been such as to 
carry conviction to any uniwejudiced mind. In my next I 
shall enter upon the proper field of controversy, in an exami- 
nation of your argument in favor of the eternity of punish- 
ment. In the mean time I am as ever. 

Yours, &c. Thomas J, Sawtkr, 
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LETTEE XIH. 
Dear Sii>~*Haviner aeen what ilisoeeeM tUeiMled^ your •«€• 
forte to prove that the tUreateited penalty w«« suspended, and 
that it wiU be inflicted in a ftitare wovldy we now cooie lo- the 
examination of y«ar argiaments designed to show theit $l» ex- 
ecution upon ** the finally impenitent will result iii their en^ 
less: misery.'*' 

This iarm very important point,, indteed it i».tfae^matn point 

of the controversy between Universalists and Litnitarians.— 

And it would have saved some time and unnecessary labor had 

k occurred to you to have- established this propoaitlan in the 

outset ; for every proof of endless misery is at the same time, 

directly or indirectly, equal pfoof that the divine pen^y was 

suspended) and that there will be punishment in -a future stale. 

Of your success in this part of your labors yon entertaiii a 

very gratifying and comfbrtahle assuranoe. "■ For the truth 

of this doctrine of the endless punishment of the- wicked,.'* 

you say, ^ we have ihvft »aiiK the Lor'd, For the implicit* 

langui^e of the Scriptures teaches it." Thi» is precisely as 

it should be. If the doctrine of endless misery can be proved 

at all, it must be proved by a thn* »aUh ih^ Lord, Nothing 

short of the explicit language of Scripture is deservin|^ of 

much attention here-. 

You present us with ten arguments in favor- of the dtoctrine 
of endless misery. These I must examine with seme degree 
€»f care. 

1. The first is predicated on the- meaning of certain words, 
expressive of the duration of time. Yoo say ^* there can be 
no terms coined by which to express endless' duration strong- 
er than those which the Bible employs to- designate the dura- 
tion of the punishment of the wicked." This declapation, it 
appears to me, is too confidently made. . But what are these 
words? **^Tbey are," you 8ay> "such as everlasting , for- 

*■ Perhaps you msan rorp/ictt. 
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ever, far ever and ever, eiertuU, dietk not, MnqnenehoMe,**-'^ 
And M illustratioiis-yoa quote Matt. xxv. 46, zviii. 8. 2 Thess. 
i. 9, Jtide 7* 

The manner in which the preceding declanuion is lastain- 
ed is curious, and worthy of attention. lo the first place, we 
are edified with Dis. Johasea and Webster's definitions of the 
Baglish words teHaating and eiemai; wad with Mr. Groves' 
definition of the Chreek word asoatot-— all borrowed without 
eredit irom Mr* hee* Then comes an observatioB lelatiag^ to 
that wosd from Dr. Channcey, and another from Dr. Huntani^ 
ton, borrowed without credit from Mr. Merritt.* And thia is 
followed by twe or three pages from Dr. A. Clarke, '' one of 
die most learned Biblical critics of the age," all seecmd-hand 
tram Mr. Lee. 

But what is the amount of this array of authorities t The 
|>eint to be proved is that aion and aionot when applied to 
punishment mean literally endless. Now what say your ai»- 
ihorities 7 Mr. Groyes, as quoted by Mr. Lee, defines aioniaa 
thus, ** Eternal, immortal, perpeiualf forever, paii, ancient." 
Dr. Chauncey, according to Mr. Merritt, says, "This word 
aiomoe is applied to the future state of the righteous more 
than forty times in the New Testament ;" hence you infer that 
it is also applied in the same sense to the future state of the 
wicked. Dr. Huntington affirms that the Bible plainly says 
that sinners shall be damned to interminable puntshmeot, '' as 
plainly as language can express, or any man or even God him* 
self can speak." But Dr. Clarke is not only very poaitiw 
that the Hebrew olam and the . Greek aion, and aionioe, de- 
note eternity, or what is strictly endless, but he also asserts 
that this is the strict and proper meaning of the words, and 
that a^l other meanings are acoommodated ones. *' Those," 
says he, " who biing any of these terms in an aoeommodated 
sense tp Savov a particular dQc4jrine, ravtU depend upon the 
good gxaces of .their opponents fmr permission to use them in 
this way." 

* Instead of Huntington, you, afier tbeexaniple of Mr. Merritt, 
write Huntingdon — a slight error, indicating perhaps that neither 
of you had ever examined his work, or e?en read the title page» 
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It 19 etmceddd, thm, tlntt tlie9e words bave another, an ac- 
commodated sense/ fo which they do aot signify endless dara- 
tion. Of oomvo tbet are amb^aovs, and^ii is net infalUbly 
certain that when 8|fp]ied topnnisbraent they express the idea 
of eternity. Bert Dr. Clarke understood as well as any other 
great Biblical critic, the advants^ to be gained in absolving 
hiiBseif from the necessity of provii^ that aionianj or everlas- 
ting punisbment^ means endless punishment ; and at the same 
time of imposing upon the Universalist the burden of proving 
that snch langtmge does not convey s2rch a meaning. The 
easiest way of doing this was to make out, as best he couldf ' 
that the Hebrew olam and the Greek axon and aioniog do ra- 
dically or primarily denote absolute eternity, liet us inquire 
into the claims which the Doctor has here set up. 

The Hebrew fflam is derived, as he and others soy, from a 
verb that signifies to conceal or hide ; and in accordance with 
this derivation, Parkhurst properly defines the word as mean- 
ing ** time bidden or concealed from man," i. e. time indefi^ 
nite. In this Dr. Clarke agrees with Mr. Porkhnrst. May I 
ask then, if time indefinite, or time whose duration is hidden 
from man necessarily implies eternity 7 It cannot be pretend- 
ed ; and of course '' the real grammatical meaning" of the 
word is not endless duration. And so says Dr. TayJon "It 
signifieth eternity/* says he, "not from the proper force of the 
word, but when the sense, of the place or the nature of the sub- 
ject to which it is applied requireth it ; as God and his attri- 
butes." See Balfour's Reply to Stuart, p. 65. 

It is flbvious that no Kght can be thrown npon the primitive 
moaning of the word by the frequency or unfrequency with 
which it occurs in a h'mited or unlimited sense. It might, for 
instance, radically denote absolute eternity, and yet not occur 
in this primitif e sense ten times in the whole Bible , or it 
might signify, as it does, time indefinite, and still be employ- 
ed in an mfinite sense in a great msijority of cases. But no- 
thing is to be gained by ioqairies • ii^.this direction. The first 
question isf Does it primarily signify endless duration 7 And 
the second* Is it employed in its primary or secondary sense 
when applied to. puMshment 7 Now the only advantage to be 
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'derived from solving tlie first question \b to decide wtetber 
the Limitarian or the TJniversalist h under the greatest obTl- 
gation to attempt the proof upon Ae second. If it can be 
made o.ut that the word does primarily denote absolute eter- 
nity, then in the discussion, the Limitarian is permitted to as- 
sume this signification in every case where the word occurs, 
and it devolves upon the Universalist^to prove that in a given 
instance it cannot bear this signification, or tbat H is not ne- 
cessary, i. e. it can bear another. 

Now it appears from Dr. darkens own derivation of tire 
word olamr and from the testimony of Dr. Taylor, that it sig- 
nifies merely concealed or hidden duration, i. e. time indefi- 
nite, and not eternity; and of course it is the business of the 
advocate of endless misery to prove that this word when ap- 
plied to punishment, does actually mean " endless durstion.*' 
These observations apply w'ilh equal force to the Greek 
aion and aionios. These words are almost uniformly em- 
ployed by the Seventy in translating the Hebrew olam, and 
as Prof. Stuart says, "the coincidence between orion and o/dm 
is very striking r so much so, that nothing can be more evi- 
dent, than that the one corresponds with the other in moat 
cases throughout, and each reflects light upon the other." 

Aristotle's derivation of at<>»—«e» and on, ever or aivray 
heing^U probably correct, but aei, on which Dr. Clarke at- 
tempts to predicate the idea of eternity is altogether too 
weak for that purpose. Respecting tbe classical use of thfo 
word, says Professor Stuart, " there can be little or no doubt. 
Aion means, 1 . . Length or space of timt ; and so time of Hfe, 
ao-c of man, age considered as a spac^ of time. 2. Long 
time, eternity, ^ong indefinite space <ff ««»." In the Nbit 
Testament however, it corresponds more nearly to the He- 
brew olam than to classical usage-; and here the Prefessor 
assigns the word the following as its first general clas» of mean- 
ings : '* -An indefinite period of time; time without limHa^ion; 
ever, forever, time without end, eternitf. " These defini- 
tions are sustained by Dr. Robinson, in his cjecellent Greek & 
English Lexicon of the New Testttinentr '**Aevum, age, i. e. 
wi indefinite long period or lapse of time, perpetuitSrtver^ 
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forever, eternity ^ If these definitions are correct, the au» 
thorities which you quoted to prove that these words primari'^ 
ly denote absolute eternity cannot be relied on. Indefinile, 
and not endless duration, is the " real grammatical meaning" 
of aion and aionois as well as of olam ; . and hence, accord- 
ing to the observations before made, the duty devolves upon 
the advocates of endless misery to prove that these words, 
when applied to punishment, must be interpreted in the high- 
est sense they ever bear. 

And here let me remark, that the real point in debate seems/ 
to be often overlooked. Were an unprejudiced man, altogeth- 
er unacquainted with the discussion, to read many a ser- 
mon and tract, and eveh some works of higher pretensions, 
opposed to Universalism, he would, be led to suppose that 
the question at issue was, whether the words translated, 
eternal and everlastingy were ever applied by inspired writers 
"to punishment. And he would be filled with astonishment that 
any man with eyes or ears could controvert so plain a fact. — 
But if he were to examine the subject still farther, he would 
feel an almost equal astonishment that so many efforts should 
be made to prove what no one ever disputed, viz : that the 
• Scriptures speak of aionian or everlasting punishment — and 
so few to establish what the Universalist actually denies, viz : 
that this punishment is literally endless. Assertions, and 
those of a startling character, he would find prevalent enough 
on this point. He would be told that " we must either admit 
the endless misery of hell, or give up the endless happiness 
of heaven," nay, that "either the declarations of the Scrip- 
tures do not establish the fact, that God^ and his glory, and 
praise, and happiness arc endless ; nor that the happiness of 
the righteous in a future world is endless ; or else they estab- 
lish the fact, that the punishment of the wicked is endless.'^ — 
And this by a scholar! This by Professor Stuart! ! ^ 

I cannot here forbear quoting a paragraph from Dr. Sam- 
uel Parr, a Greek scholar, who closed his life but a few 
years since, and while living had few eqi:tols and no superior 
in a deep and most familiar knowledge of that language ; and 
who should have worn a mitre, if talents and learning and mo- 
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ml worth are regarded in tbe Church of England as quftlifi- 
eotionB for sueh an office, or as fitted to reflect honor upon it. 
"Ot^ Parr says — 

** In the imnds of many contemplative and serious 
men, donbts have sometimes arisen upon the eternity 
of punishment, and mueh criticism has been employ- 
ed upon the signification of the tenn in which that 
opinion isJ:hought by some, and denied by others, to 
have been conveyed. But upon a state of imniortal 
happiness all parties are agreed ; all admit that such a 
state has been announced to us in the gospel. All have 
allowed the precise and definite signification of the 
Wordis incorruptible and immortal.'* Works, Lond^ 
8vo. ed. vol. vi. pp. 38, 39. 

How Prof. Stuart, with his acknowledged learning, and usu- 
Al candor, could suffer his attachment to a favorite dogma to 
betray him into such groundless assertions as those quoted 
above, is to me a mystery. For it is impossible that he should 
not know that were olam, and aion and aionios, all struck 
from the holy Bible, the eternity of God's existence and glory, 
and of the happiness of heaven and its inhabitants, multiplied . 
as they are to be by the trophies of a universal resurrection 
through Him who was made a Priest ** after the pb\i-er of an 
endless life," would all still be susceptible of the clearest and 
most imquestionable proof. To these subjects there is a class 
of words applied which are never found in connexion with 
punishment, and which are far stronger than either of the 
words under consideration. And what is very singular is, that 
the Professor seems to have seen and acknowledged not so 
much as this indeed, but enough to contradict the assertions be- 
fore referred to. On 1 Tim. i. 17, "The King eternal, aiononf 
immortal, apktkarto" &c. he says " The objection to constru- 
ing aionon here as meaning ageSf is, that the idea of eternity ^ 
or immortality, (which would thus be designated by it,) is ex- 
pressed by the very next word which follows^ viz. aphtharto^ 
incorruptible, imperishable, immortal.** In accordance with 
this opinion, he construes aionon as meaning the world or the 
universe ; a sense which I think it difficult to show the word 
ever bears. He first takes it for granted that aionon, if ren- 
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dered ageiy would designate thie idea of eiertdty ; and be* 
cause this idea is most fully and unequivocally expressed by 
aphthartOf he finds himself forced to adopt a very unusual, if 
not a false sense, in order to cotistrue the passage intelligibly. 
But may not aionon be rendered ages in the frequent sense of 
ditpenaations, without implying eternity T So at least the 
apostle seems to have thought, and he therefore added aph' 

tharto to convey a much higher idea, and by a word which is 
unambiguous, and admits of no doubt. 

The conclusion to which we are brought, then, is, that the 
Hebrew olam and the Greek aion and aionios primarily sig- 
nify, not eternity, but an indefinite time ; that they are used 
sometimes in an infinite sense, and sometimes in a limited 
sense; and that the extent of their meaning depends in a 
great measure upon the nature of the subject to which they are 
applied. The advocate of endless misery, therefore, is not at 
liberty to assume that these w^ords ever imply, and much less 
that they clearly express the idea of endless duration when ap- 
plied to punishment. It is incumbent on him to assign a va- 
lid reason why they should be construed with the same extent 
of meaning when applied to the punishment of a man, as when 
applied to the existence of God. This has never yet been 
done ; and I despair of seeing the task assumed by any one 
qualified to do the subject even tolei^ble justice. 

There is one remark more that belongs to this subject. Tt 
is, that Origen, an ancient Greek father, and altogether the 
most learned christian of his age, himself an avowed and ac- 
knowledged Universalist, freely uses, in all his works, and 
without any explanation, the expressions everlasting fire, ev- 
erlasting punishment ^ &c., thus, most conclusively showing 
that he did by no means attach such a signification to the 
terms which we are now considering, as has been put upon 
them in more recent times. And the same remark applies to 
several other ancient writers. See the Ancient History of 
Universalism, by H. Ballon 2d, pp. 97, and 114. 

Before closing this letter, I must, even at the risk of being 
thought too prolix, take notice of a single passage of Scrip- 
tore which you bring forward and comment upon, for the pur- 
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pose of establishing your views of the word aionios^ This i». 
Jude 7, in which, speaking of Sodom and Gomorrah^ the in- 
spired writer says, they '* are set forth for an example, suffer* 
ingthe vengeance of eternal fire/' Your reitiarks are borrow' 
ed, though with due credit, from Mr. Merritt, who had before 
borrowed them substantially from Mr. Scott. Mr. Merritt on 
this passage, says, *'* 1, That it does not speak of the.punish- 
ment of those ancient sinners as being past, but as still con- 
tinuing, they are * suffering ;^ and he assigns a reason forit^ 
viz. 3. They are set forth for an example. 3. This example 
could not be in the literal destruction of those cities, for we 
know not that they have ever been an example in this sense. 
It must, therefore, be in their ' suffering the vengeance of eter- 
nal fire.' 4. He that denies this makes that no example 
which God * hath set forth for an example unto all that should 
after live ungodly.' " 

The logic of this argument I must confess myself unable to 
trace. In the first place it seems to be taken for granted that 
the words "are set forth — suffering" must be rigidly con- 
strued in the present tense, as expressive of what is at the 
moment actually being suffered. Now any person who is dis- 
posed to be candid, must acknowledge that this phraseology 
18 as proper on the supposition that Jude spoke of the tempo- 
ral destruction of the cities he mentions, as if he had intended 
to |iffirm that they were still suffering. The use of the pre- 
sent for the past in this manner is of very common occurrence, 
nor is it easy to see how Jude could have expressed the fact in 
more appropriate language. But Mr. Merritt assigns area- 
son why it must be construed to signify present suffering. It 
is that these cities " are set forth for an example." The past 
then, affords us no example. Whatever is not living, and do- 
ing, and suffering before us cannot exert any influence upon 
us. This is the inference from Mr. Merritt's reasoning; but 
is it according to well known fact? Is the public execution 
of a murderer an example no longer than he is undergoing 
the agonies of death ? And could not a judge say to a crimi- 
nal who was treading the way to the gallows. Remember the 
case of A. B. &c. who are set forth as examples suffering the 
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penalty of the law 1 Ah ! but says Mr. Merritt, the judge 
4Lid ** not speak of the punishment of those sinners as being 
past, but as still continuing ; they are suffering^ I leave 
you to settle this with the commonest use of language. 

Again, Mr. Merritt says, ** This example could not be in the. 
literal destruction of these cities, for we do not know that 
they have ever been an example in this sense/' Shade of 
Aristotle ! And so a thing cannot be because Mr. Merritt 
does not know it. But does he know the contrary ? St. Fe- 
ter says that God " turning the cities of Sodom and Gommor- 
rah into ashes, condemned them with an overthrow, making 
(hem an ensample unto those that after should live ungodly.^* 
2 Pet. ii. 6. The apostle seems to have known that these cit- 
ies had been an example in the sense of a " literal destmc- 
tion; " and had Mr. Merritt been half as anxious to at- 
tain the trutb, as he was to prove the darling doctrine of end- 
less misery, be cnigfat at least have believed, what St. Peter 
plainly affirms. 

Once more; because Mr. Merritt does not choose to knoW 
that the example spoken of, consisted in the literal destruction 
>of those cities, he concludes wit|i the same kind of logic, that 
** it must, therefore, have been in their stfffermg the vengeance 
of eternal fire." And, as if to settle rtie point beyond ftirthef 
debate, he tells us that "he who denies this makes that no ex- 
ample which ' God hbth set forth for an example unto all that 
should after live ungodly.' " That is, be who denies Mr. 
Scott's, and Mr. Menrlttfs, and Mr. Remington's reasoning 
«n this point, denies the word of God 1 at least, denies this 
passage of Methodist Scripture — "hath set forth for an 
example unto all that should after live ungodly;" — with 
which the argument is closed and .the sentence rounded off. 

But if it would not be inconsistent to answer one who ven- 
tures to doubt your infallibility, may I ask how you know that 
the example of which Jude speaks, is an example of endless 
misery f The saci'ed writers make frequent allusion to " the 
literal destruction" of Sodom and Gomorrah as an example of 
overthrow and temporal punishment. See Deut. xxix. 23, 
Isa. xiii. 19/ Jer. xlix. 18 andl. 40, Lam. W. 6, Aipos iv.ll« 
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ftnct ^ Fet. ii. 4, &c. Of this, however, you and your breth* 
ren seem to be willingly ignorant. But I challejige you to re* 
fer to a single passage in the Bible, where any allti»ion b made 
to the fixture punishment of these cities or their inhabitants.-— 
Besides, the sufTerings of a future state, how frequently soever 
they might be mentioned in the Scriptures, could never be 
spoken of as being set forth for an example : for this Ian* 
gua^ of Jude clearly expresil^s the idea, as Benson and Gilpin 
have well observed, of something set forth to the public view 
of all, as a visible example of God's displeasure against sin. 
The original words demand such a construction. But the tor- 
ments of another world have never been presented to the 
view of mortals in this manner. 

It is unnecessary to pursue this subject farther, though I 
must be permitted to remark that your views on the passage 
before us, receive very little countenance with the best com- 
mentators. Dr. Hammond, it is true, adopts this interpreta- 
tion here, but he gives another on 2 Tbess. i. 9, where he in- 
troduces this text. Matthew Henry does not doubt that the 
inhabitants of Sodom and Gomorrah *f are now suffering the 
vengeance of eternal fire," though he says *' the apostle here 
calls to our remembrance the destruction" of those cities. Dr. 
A. Clarke shows his disposition to favor you, but acknow- 
ledges that, applied to the destruction of Sodom and Gomor- 
rah, the word aionios has its grammatical and proper mean- 
ing. Drs. Madcnight, Doddridge, and Bloomfield, as well as 
Bengel, are willing to think this destruction "a lively emblem,*' 
'' a faint type,'^ " an example*' of future punishment in eterival 
fire. While Lo Clerk, Bp. Jer. Taylor, Drs. Whitby, Dodwell, 
Benson, Gilpin and others interpret it of this destruction with- 
out any reference to a future state. I will only add the testi- 
mony of Dr. Clarke and Dr. Whitby on the meaning of the 
word aionio* here used. Dr. Clarke says, that whether ap- 
plied to future misery or to the temporal destruction of the 
cities spoken of '* the word pur aioniou signifies an etemally 
destructive ^re ; ... it has no end in .the destruction 
of the cities ;> they were totally burnt up, and never were and 
never can be rebuilt." Dr. Whitby says, "I conceive thjey 
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»re said to 8t{ff'er^iheveng;€(m/;£ of etemdl fire, jic^t bocsiuf 
their souls are at present puoished in hell fire, but be^nsi^ 
they and their cities perished by that fire from heaipteii whiedi 
brought, perpetual and irreparable destruction on thesi." And 
he adds, "Nor is tjiere any thiog more common and &mi]iar 
in Scripture than to represent a thorough and irreparable ^as*- 
tation, whose effects and signs should be stiU remaining, by 
the word aionios which we here render eternal/* Whitby '# 
note on this passage is full, and bis reasons foraot adopting' 
tuch a view as yours seenn to me. decisive. But encmgh. 

We hare now seen how futile is your att«mpt to ground the 
doctrine of endless misery' on olaiUf uton and aionio*, and 
have tried your '" pcMutive proof* and found it fallacious. 

As ever, yours, &x» Thomas J. Sawyek. - 



LETTER XIV. 

Dear Sir — Your second argument in favor of endless misery 
seems to me rather curious than convincing. Treading once 
more in the footsteps of the Rev. Mr. Lee, you aay — " If the 
punishment of the wicked were not endless and their state 
consequently hopeless, then prayer would prevail in the other 
world' as well as the present. Here we are commanded to 
pray for all men ; but no where in the Bible are we directed 
to pray for the dead.*' Hence you conclude that the condi- 
tion of sinners becomes fixed the moment they paps into an- 
other world, and therefore prayer would be unavailing in their 
behalf. " Their worm dieth not, and the fire is not quenched,** 

This I suppose is one of your ** positive proofs" of endless 
misery ! In the first place, y&u assume that we are not to 
pray ibr the dead, and that without troubling yourself whether 
the dead need our prayers or not. You then proceed vrith 
your usual logic to infer that if we in this world are not re- 
quired to pny for those in the other, their state must be hope* 
les9<ttnd thdjr endless misery certain ! This it must be con* 
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fesnd is a very smnnmy method, and well worthy the Pastor 
of the Wiilet street Chorch. But suppose it were granted 
that we are not to pray for the dead/ is it necessary to con- 
clude that their condition is fixed for eternity ? and tbe state 
irf'the wicked hopeless T The conclusion does not appear to 
me iiresiBtible. There are very valid reasons why snch pray- 
ers are not reqoired. The dead may no longer need the 
prayers of mere mortals, and if they did, we know so little of 
their circomstanoes and wants, that we are by no means very 
highly qualified for snch service. Bat while we are unfit to 
pray for the dead, we need not be justified in inferring that 
they are rejected of Grod. The " Lord of all," both of the 
dead and the living, will not forget those for whom he died. 
In the words of a learned Episcopal divine of this ci^, I can 
say, " The benefits of Christ's prevailing intercession with the 
Father, is perpetually operative in behalf of all mankind." 
One remark more ; you think if the state of the wicked beyond 
death were not hopeless, our prayers would prevail for them 
in the other world as«well as here. It might seem thdt if the 
prayers of the saints were prevailing, the wicked would hardly 
need them after the close of this life, for yon tell us that " here 
we are commanded to pray for all men." But if, as you think, 
a large portion of the human race will perish everlastingly, 
notwithstanding all the prayers of the godly, the dead have no 
great reason to regret that their prevailing prayers are no 
longer required. I leave this argument, however, for the con- 
sideration of the reader. It is altogether too indirect and too 
far-fetched to deserve a moment's consideration on such a sub- 
ject as the interminable wretchedness of countless millions 
of our race ; and I should be wanting in my duty did I not tell 
you frankly that it is an insult to common sense to appeal to 
what God has not said, or not required, to prove such a doc- 
trine. 

Your third argument in favor of the amiable doctrine of end- 
less torments is founded on " the contrast which the scriptures 
draw between the punishment of the wicked and the happiness 
of the righteous." There is, you tell us, an endless difierence 
between the one and the other. MTfae righteous go into eternal 
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life, and the wicked into torment eternal.'' Matt. xxv. 46. 
*' Now," say you, " the wicked must either go into life eternal 
or they are for ever lost. To say they will, is to contradict the 
express declarations of the scriptures. We have just as much 
reason and as good authority to say the righteous shall go into 
* torment eternal f"* as thlit the wicked shall go into * life eter^ 
nal;^ for there is an eternal difference between the happiness 
of the one and the torment of the other." 

The argument founded on antithetical terms is good if cau- 
tiously applied. If you can show what eternal life means in 
one part of the text here referred to, no douht can b^ enter- 
tained that eternal punishment^ or as you are pleased to call 
it, eternal torment, means something that is in some respect 
its direct opposite. The fallacy^n which you indulge your- 
self begins by assuming that eternal life means endless felicity 
in heaven, and of course concludes that eternal torment means 
nothing less than endless misery in hell. I deny your pre- 
mise. I deny that eternal life in Matt. xxv. 46, means 
endless felicity in heaven, and call upon you for proof. 

You cannot be ignorant that these words are often employed 
in the New Testament to express the life and peace which the 
christian enjoys in the gospel here in this world. And it is 
susceptible of the clearest proof that the whole twenty-fifth 
chapter of Matthew was spoken by our Lord in exclusive re- 
ference to events which have long since transpired. These 
predictions were to be accomplished when the Son of man 
came in his gldry with the holy angdls ; and does any careful 
reader of the scriptures need to be informed that this event 
was most unequivocally foretold by Christ himself as to take 
place during that very generation in which he lived ? It was 
then that the Son of man was to ^' sit upon the throne of his 
glory," and welcome the believers to the jo}'s of his gospel 
kingdom, and punish the unbelieving with exclusion and tem* 
poral overthrow. Read the twenty-fourth and twenty-fifth 
chapters of Matthew in connexion, and understand them, and 
you will never appeal to a text in either of them again to prove 
endless misery. 

The same remarks apply to John ill. 15 : " God so loved 
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the world that he gave hU only begotten Sohi that whosoever 
belie veth in him might not perish but have everlasting life." 
This passage offers another instance of antithesis. Here, too^ 
you assume, that everlasting life imports endless felicity in 
heaven, and hence conclude that to perish signifies the suffer* 
ing of endless misery.^ But is it^uite safe to take, premises 
for granted when followed by such horrible conclusions ? A 
little examination would probably convince you that the phrase 
everlasting life here means much less than you assume. But 
should it even be conceded that it denotes endless felicity, the 
word perish will not necessarily imply endless torment, since 
it may be taken in other senses and yet the antithesis be pre* 
served. 

I am very willing to believe that you ** could multiply pas- 
sages of scripture almost indefinitely, on this subject," and of 
this character ; but if the Bible contains no better pioof of 
endless misery than they would afford, I should advise you to 
relinquish your profession at mico ; for it is too faeursh a reflec- 
tion on the Deity to believe that we are exposed to such a 
punishment, and at the same time he has no where revealed it 
in clear and intelligible terms. 

I now pass to your fourth tkus saith the Lord, in support of 
your favorite dogma. " The doctrine of the endless%iisery of 
the wicked," you tell us, " may also be inferred from the space 
given to man, wherein to repent and prepare for eternity, and 
the warnings and cautions of the Scripture lest they should 
come short of salvation, and lose their souls." ' Of these 
*^ warnings and cautions" you edify us with a small specimen, 
such as, ''Repent, or ye shall all likewise perish." Luke xiii. 
3, 5. " Work out your own salvation with fear and trem- 
bling." Philip, ii. 12. " Whatsoever thy hand findeth to do, 
do it with thy might, for there is no work, nor device, nor 
knowledge, nor wisdom in the grave whither thou goestj* 
£ccl. ix. 10. ** The night cometh when no man can woik." 
John ix. 4, and " Seek ye the Lord while he may be found ; 
call upon him while he is near." Isa. Iv. 6. 

On Luke xiii. 3, you might have profitably consulted Dr. 
Adam Clarke, who tells us that this prediction was literally 



95 

fulfilled in the destruction of Jerusalem. ** When the city was 
taken by the Romans, multitades of the priests, &c. who were 
going on with the sacrifices were slain, and their blood min- 
gled with the blood (^ their victims ; and multitudes were 
buried under the ruins of the walls, houses and temple." It 
is really marvellous that any man will quote this text in oppo- 
sition to every principle of sound exegesis, and the almost 
united voice of learned commentators, in support of endless 
misery. — What there is in Philip, ii. 12, that favors your ar- 
gument of inferences, I know not. The apostle says Jiothing 
inconsistent with Universalism, but on the contrary, founds his 
exhortation to work out our salvation upon the fact, that the 
time ik coming when, " in the n^me of Jesus every knee shall 
bow, of things in heaven and things in earth, and things under 
the earth, and every tongue shall confess that Jesus Christ is 
Lord to the glory of God the Father;" a fact which it is pro- 
bable you do not believe, but which is a proof of the final holi- 
ness and happiness of all mankind, which bids defiance to all , 
the arts of sophistry and all the strength of criticism. — The 
. passage which you quote from Ekx^lesiastes is a very favorite 
one with your sect. Indeed, it is one of the strongest passages 
in the Bible on which you venture to predicate that favorite 
doctriae of no change after death. But even this is but a pre- 
carious ground of hope. For in the first pl|ice, it cannot be 
proved that the inspired author made any reference to the 
future world or the work of salvation ; and in the second, if he 
did, the passage before us furnishes just as much evidence of 
annihilation, as of no change after death. If there is no work 
in the grave, so neither is there any device, or knowledge or 
wisdom there.-^till more unfortunate were you in quoting 
John ix. 4, which contcuns the words of our Savior applied to 
himself : *' I must work the work of him that sent me ; the 
night Cometh when no man can work." You quote only the 

latter part of the passage, and leave your readers to infer 

whatever they please. And this is proving endless misery i 
The quotation from Isaiah is equally conclusive. You infer 
from it that men are in danger of " eternal torment," which 
seems to be the only reason you can assign why they should 
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seek the Lord. Dr. Adam Clarke tells us that " Rab. David 
Kimchi ^ves the true sense of this passage : Seek ye the Lord 
^eeauge'he may be found ; call upon him because he is near." 
This affords a somewhat different meaning from that of the com- 
mon version, and at once leaves the end for which you quoted 
it unattained. For your comfort, however, I must say that 
Dr. Clarke adds the good Rabbi's gloss, containing a senti- 
ment which the prophet neither expressed nor intimated, but 
which is precisely to your purpose: "Repent before ye die, 
for after death there is no conversion of the souL'^ 

. But these scriptutal " warnings and cautions" imply end- 
less misery ! Why should a sinner be exhorted to repent and 
work righteousness if there be no danger of eternal torment ? 
That is a question that my good Methodist friends cannot 
solve, and upon it are predicated ' many of their objections to 
Universalism. Think you Paul would ever have ceased to. 
persecute the Church, "if Christ had not revealed to him his 
exposedness to endless burnings ? True : but where is the 
proof of such a revelation ? Oh, there is a thu» aaitk the . 
Lordf that is, it may be inferred from what has not been 
revealed at all! Such, Br< Remington, is your "positive 
proof." 

Endless punishment may be inferred from the space which 
God has given to man to repent and prepare for eternity. 
Quoting from " a late author,*' you say, " There is space given 
to every sinner in which to seek God, repent, and work out 
his own salvation. To this work he should apply himself 
vigorously." To subserve your purpose, the space of time 
given the sinner for repentance must be of such a length, and 
attended by such favorable circumstances, as would lead us 
to believe, or at least fully justify us in believing, that its ter- 
mination will be followed by no farther opportunities of re- 
formation, but that the future condition of such as do not most 
wisely employ it in working out their salvation, will be nothing 
else than endless and unmitigated misery. Now who has the 
hardihood to assert that such is the fact ? We see individu- 
als cut suddenly off, at all ages and under evory diversity of 
circumstance $ in christian az^d heathen lands ; educated and 
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aoedtieated; some having abused great opportunities, and 
others having most judiciously and yet ineffectually improved 
the poorest. We see a comparatively good man suddenly 
perishing under the hand of the assassin, dying with one sin 
unrepented of; and we see that assassin enjoying ample space 
and Opportunity for repentance ; and can -we persuade our- 
selves that an eternity of wo ^waits the good man and an eter'- 
nity of bliss the murderer ? Can we persuade ourselves that 
such a space of time was granted^to the former as would jus- 
tify God in consigning him to endless torments ? But how is 
it in heathen lands, where the light of the gosjfel has never 
shined, and the name of God has never been heard ? Has 
space been given them to seek God, and repent and work 
out their salvation ? Br. Remington, here are some dark 
places in your theology, which it would be alike to the credit 
of your head and your heart to clear up. You believe that 
since the fall the condition of man " is such that he cannot 
turn and prepare himself by his own natural strength and 
works to faith and calling upon God." You know that the 
heathen have not heard the gospel and are totally ignorant of 
the way of salvation, and indeed of salvation itself; and yet 
Us if yo*!* loved to indulge in contradictions and absurdities, 
you tell us " there is space given to every sinner in which to 
seek God, and repent, and work out his own sahisition i !'* 

** The scriptures," you say in the fifth place, " deny salvation 
to certain classes of sinners, which denial evidently implies their 
endless punishment. '' Ah, do the scriptures deny salvation 
to certain classes of sinners 7 This is quite a new doctrine 
among Methodists, and especially for those who contend that 
" there is space given to every man to seek God, repent, and 
work out his salvation." Then it is not true that'Christ died 
for all, or that God will have all men to be saved ! 

But I will examine what I suppose you mean, and not what 
you say. You mean, I presume, that certain classes of sinner^. 
are not saved while they remain sinners, that is, while they 
retain their present characters. No man can be a christian 
whose righteousness does not exceed the righteousness of the 
Scribes and Pharisees. No man can see the kingdom of God 
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except he be borD again. No murderer nor whoremonger nor 
unclean person, has any inheritance, or shall have any*, so long 
as he sustains such a character, in the kingdom of heaven. 
See Matt. v. 5, John iii. 3, Gal. v. 21, Eph. v. 5. All this 
Universalists believe quite as fully as you or Mr. Lee, from 
whom, without credit, you borrowed this fearful argument. 
They know that " no murderer hath eternal life abiding in 
him ;" they know that no sinner, no man still in love with 
evil-doing, is in possession of the kingdom of God, which is 
righteousness and peace and joy in the Holy Ghost; but they 
do not know, nor do you,** that *' the scriptures deny sedvation 
to certain classes of sinners.'\ If the scriptures do not speak 
falsely, Jesus Christ came into the world to save sinners, and 
sinners, too, of every class ; and again, if they do tiot deceive 
me, he must reign till he has made an end of sin and brought 
in everlasting righteousness—till he '' hadi put all things under 
his feet," when God shall be all in all. For myself, I cannot 
entertain the idea that Christ came and sufiered in vain ; and 
particularly so, when the Scriptures are express in asserting that 
*' he shall see of the travail of his soul and £(hall be satisfied.*' 
If you can believe that millions of those for whom Christ died 
are still denied salvation — if you can believe that the Friend 
of sinners can be satisfied with such a result of his labors and 
love, you are entirely welcome to your faith and all its com- 
forts. ' But for myself, let me believe God and his word, and 
rejoice in hope of his glory. Yours, as ever, 

* Thomas J. Sawyer. 
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LETTER XV. 

Dear Sir — Your sixth proof of endless misery, borrowed as 
usual without credit, from Mr. Lee, is drawn from ** what the 
Scriptures say of the portion, end and last state of the wick- 
ed," which you think " necessarily leads to the conclusion that 
their punishment will be endless.'* In illustration of your 
views on this subject, you refer to several passages of Scrip- 
ture, in which the words italicised above occur. The argu- 
ment is not very formidable, but yet I must not pass it without 
some examination. 

In the first place you call our attention to what is said of the 
portion of the wicked. Our Savior speaks of certain individ- 
uals to whom he would appoint a portion among hypocrites 
and unbelievers. Matt. xxiv. 51 and Luke xii. 46. What this 
portion is, you show from Rev. xxi. 8. " But the fearful and 
unbelieving, &c. shall have their part in the lake which burn- 
eth with fire and brimstone; which is the second death." All 
this is marvellously plain no doubt to you. But will you allow 
me to ask you what is meant by the second death, i. e. what 
did the inspired writer mean 7 Where, and what is the lake 
of fire and brimstone? and when are these characters to take 
their portion in it ? A critically scriptural answer to these 
questions is desirable and might lead you to other conclusions 
than those you have now adopted. Again, who were those 
whose portion was to be appointed them with hypocrites and 
unbelievers; and when-was this allotment to be made ? Our 
Savior was speaking to his apostles and disciples, and fore- 
warning them of the dangers arising from unfaithfulness and 
apostacy. He was about to leave them, and his second com* 
ing *' in the clouds of heaven with power and great glory"— an 
event which was to take place during that very generation- 
was to be followed by a judgment. Then the Scribes and 
Pharisees, so often called "hypocrites," and the Jews gener- 
ally, the " unbelievers" of that age, were to be punished with 
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a terrible overthrow. And with them, those who had prp- 
fessed Christianity, but had proved themselves " evil servants ;" 
who had said, ^' My Lord delayeth his coming, and began to 
smite their fellow servants and to eat and drink with the 
drunken," were also to partake in the same calamities, and 
suffer the same punishment. But were these punishments 
reserved for the future world ? Were they not, on the con- 
trary inflicted as our Savior most clearly foretold, before that 
generation in which he lived, had passed away ? And yet, 
such passages as these are quoted, and dwelt upon to prove 
endless misery! Perhaps they are the best proofs the Scrip- 
tures afford of that God-dishonoring dogma. 

So also of the end, of the wicked. David says, ^%. Ixxiii., 
that he was envious at the prosperity of the wicked, but when 
he entered the sanctuary he learned their end. " Surely, thou 
- didst set them in slippery places : thou caistedst them down to 
destruction ; they are utterly consumed with terrors. Now it 
requires no miraculous insight to perceive, and one should 
think, no uncommon frankness to acknowledge, that the Psalm- 
ist was here speaking exclusively of what is exhibited in this 
world. Tbat be made any allusion -to the final condition of 
men in the eternal world, cannot be proved, and you know, or 
ought to know, that it is undeserving the faith of any christian. 
Yet you assume that the Psalmist looked forward to eternity 
and spoke of the sinner's end there. In the same spirit of 
presumptuous ignorance you quote Jer. xvii. 11, 2 Cor. xi. 
13^ 15, Phil. iii. 18, and Heb. vi. 8. In these several passa- 
ges the word end, occurs, and you assume that it means the 
fixed state of the wicked, but you do not expose your weak- 
ness by attempting any kind of proof. This I suppose is "your 
iliut saith the Lord, of which you boasted in the outset, and 
which was to decide the controversy, and establish the doc- 
trine of endless torments. 

Once more, " In Luke xi. 24 — ^26," you tell us, " we have 
an account of a man, who after the unclean spirit had gone 
out of him, was re-possessed by seven other spirits moi« 
wicked than the first ; and we are told that the last state of 
;hat man was worse than the first ! Will the Universalists tell 
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OS which is the latt ttate of a man T It is not death, for they 
admit that he will have a resurrection from thedead> and that 
this wili be the final or last state of man. At the reBuiTection, 
therefore, his statt will be worse than the first! Can this be 
so, if all men are then made holy and happy ? Certainly not; 
for then his last state would be much better than the^r<^ 
Therefore he can never be holy and happy but must be eter- 
nally miserable." 

' I h^ve copied the whole argument for the purpose of show^ 
ing its full proportions. The logic, it must be confessed, is 
rather lame, but then it is employed in a bad cause. Let us 
examme it a moment. In the first place, what you call ** an 
account of a man," is only a parable, and that founded not on 
any probable or possible circumstances, but as Dr. Lightfoot 
says, " was spoken according to the capacity of the common 
people, or rather according to the deceit put upon them by the 
Jewish exorcists." In the second place, these words, Ictst 
state— worse than the first — which you make so much of, an 
according to Dr. Bloomfield, ** a proverbial expression." And 
In the third place, the last state here mentioned, was spoken 
of not absolutely, but xelatively, i. e. the condition of the sup* 
^osed individual was worse after the unclean spirit returned 
*^ with seven other spirits worse than himself" than it was 
when that ifingle spirit alone possessed him. Nothing was 
said of the man^s final condition in eternity. No allusion was 
made to such' a state, and you therefore abuse the passage* 
The meaning is too obvious to be overlooked save by one who 
is engaged in rearing mountains out of mole-hills. The para- 
ble was designed to show how the wickedness of the Jews> as 
a people, had increased and was increasing. Under the preach- 
ing of John they showed signs of repentance, and " many of 
the Pharisees and Sadducees came to his baptism," and the 
nation seemed '' willing for a season to walk in his light.^^ 
But these promises of reformation were not realized: they soon 
relapsed into their former state, and became more incrednlous 
and obstinate and wickea than before, till at last, as if urged 
on by a legion of evil spirits, they crucified the Lord of light 
mnd gloiy* Yet a little sleight of hand can transmute such • 
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parable into a matter of foct, and make it sapport the- very 
worst doctrine in the universe of God ! 

In the seventh place, you tell us that **- the future endless 
punishment of the witeked, may be inferre* from the fact that 
those who reject the gospel, are counted worthy of sorer pun- 
ishment than can be inflicted upon mortah in this world." Qf 
tills, Heb. X. 28, 29, furnishes the proof t '*,He that despised 
Moses* law died without mercy, under two or three witnesses. 
Of how much sorer punishment, suppose ye, shall he be 
thought worthy,, who hath trodden under foot the Son of 
GodT" 

To make out your point, you quote a passage from my sermon 
on the Penalty of Sin, in which I say, " a premature, violent and 
ignominious death'inflicted for crime, has always been regarded 
both by God and man as thegreatestpunishmentmortalscan suf« 
fer." You then proceed with great acuteness to show forth the 
power of the argument. '' For despising Moses' law, the indi- 
vidual was punished with a premature, viiolent and ignominious 
death," but "for despising the gospel of Christ the individual 
subjects himself to sorer punishment. We ask the Univer- 
salists, what punishment is this f^-r-and you conclude by say- 
ing that ** it must be extended' to the world io Qome, and be 
the wages of sin which is death, not the death of the body, for 
it is a sorer punishment than the death of the body ; and there- 
fore can be nothing short of the $eeond deathf which is judg- 
ment without mercy, or the execution of the Divine- penalQr 
Tipon such as obey not the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ." 

But did it not occur to you.ih the exercise of all this logical 
acoinen, that even a premature, violent and ignominious death 
may be inflicted in various ways, and attended with different 
circumstances of horror and pain 7 No, one, I suppose, would 
imagine that being hung, or shot, is so fearful a death as being 
broken on the wheel, or impaled, or crucified. In this respect 
one kind of death might be a much sorer punishment than 
another. A professed divine should have been induced to 
inquire what crimp the apostle alluded to, and what kind of 
punishment he spoke of as existing under the law of Moses. 
Such an inquiry would satisfy any one that it was of apoBUcy 
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that St. Paul was here speaking, the punishments of which 
under the Law was death by stpning. See Deut. xvii. 2 — 7* 
With this eriaie, and its speciiic punishment,, the apostle con* 
trasted that of trending under foot the Son of God, i. e. of 
apofltacy from the reh'gion of Jesus Christ, and the sorer pun* 
ishment which' such 'a crime would merit. Nor does he leave 
us in doubt respectiag the time when this «orer punishment 
was to be inflictecL At verse 25 be affirms that his Hebrew 
brethren, to whom be wrote, then saw the -day approaching. 
What day that was the commentators will inform you ; even 
Dr. Claike says it was ** the time when God would come and 
pour out his judgments on the Jewish nation." See also Dr. 
Macknight, Prof. Stuart and others. That the enemies of the ^ 
gospel, the unbelieving Jews, called verse 27, " the adversa- 
ries," and the apostate christians who had trampled under 
foot the Sen of God, ^en actually suffered a punishment un- 
speakably 'TOore fearful and «OFer than mere death by stoning, 
which was inflicted on the Jew who apostatized from the re- 
ligion of Moses, is at once a matter of prophecy and of fact. 
Our Lord himself fm-etold that the day of Jerusalem's over- 
throw should be a season of tribulation, such as never had 
been from the beginning of the world, and such as should 
never be again. When going to the cross, he turned to the 
women who followed and lamented his fate, and said, ** Daugh- 
ters of Jerusalem, weep not for me, but weep for yourselves 
and your children. For behold the days wee coming in the 
which they shall eay. Blessed ape the. barren, and the wombs 
that never bare, and the'paps -that never gave suck.^ Then 
«hall they begin to say to the mountains, Fall on .us, and to 
the hills, Cover us. For if they do these things in a green - 
tree, what shall be done in tlie dry?" In the same manner 
St. Paul speaks ^ ** the wrath of God coming on them L^he ' 
Jews,1 to the uttermost." Now that these prophesies and 
intimations were all fulfilled, and fulfilled too in the most re- 
markable manner, is evident from Josephus, whose history of 
the Jewish War is in many places the best commentary on 
^arts of the New Testament, 

four eighth argument in favor of the endless misery «f the 
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wickeJ, is derived from *' what is said of them at the resnrree-^ 
tion." You refer to 1 Cor. xv. and tell us with siugiilar cool' 
a^s, that here *' we read of a resorroction to eternal life. 
But this does not embrace all men but only the righteous.'' 
Indeed ! then I soppoee we read there onl j of the death of the 
righteous. The apostle was arguing that if Christ had not 
risen from the dead then there was no resurrection, and vie€ 
•eritfi if there were no resurrectievi of the dead^ then Christ 
was not risen. ''But now," say» he, **i9 Christ risen and 
become the first fruits of them that slept. For since by pan 
came death, by man came also the resorrection of the dpad. 
For as in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all be made 
ali^'e." But this does not embrace all men, says Mr. Rem« 
fngtoD, but only the righteous f Be so good, sir, as to answer 
me two questions. 1, Are the itLL who die in Adam all men, 
or only the righteous 7 For no man in his right mind will 
contend for a moment that the a2/to be made alire in Christ, 
are not the same who die in Adam. That is, if all men dio id 
Adam, all men shall be made alive in Christ; or the apostle, 
to use the mildest term possible, was mistaken. 2. "Will any 
man made alive in Christ be eternally unholy and unhappy ? 
That is, will Jesus Christ give " life and immortalily" to any 
who are to be forever his enemies and blaspheme his name 7 
For myself, I am frank to confess, that I know of no life be* 
yond this present, save as conferred by Jesus Christ. That he 
will confer an unholy and unhappy life upon any of those whov 
die in Adam, must be proved before I am called upon to be- 
Iieve.it ; and the same argument that shall prove this will 
disprove these words of John> " For this purpose the Son of 
Crod was manifested, that he might destroy the works of the 
deviL'' What,^the Son of God manifested to destroy the 
works of the devil, and yet conferring life and immortality 
upon them! Believe it who may. This would be doing the 
kingdom of Satan a service which Jesus Christ will hardly 
perform. It would be peopling hell, and filling half the uni- 
irerse with sin and sufiering forever •' Such was not the ob- 
ject of Christ's mission, and such, I feel sssuredi will net be 
its result. - 
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Too find one paesage of Scripture in which the resiirreetitni 
of the J««/ is raentiened, and thence you are pleased^ to infer 
the resurrection of the unjwst. This inferrence, however, is 
not to be sustained. The phraseology was in conformity to 
the opinions of the Pharisees^ who, according to Josephus, 
t>e1ieved In the resurrection of tbe/iMf , hut in no resurrectioa 
of the wicked. Their resurrection, however, was tittle more 
than a Pythagorean metempsychosis; for l^e just who alone 
were to enjoy it, were only priviiieged' to return and assume 
another human body, and thus repeat their former life. You 
find another text in which the resurrection of the wnjwii is 
distinctly asserted'. St. Paul, when before Felix, Acts xxiv« 
14, 15, said, ** But this C oonfes^ uiato thee, that after the manr- 
fier they call heresy, so worship I the God of ray fathers, be- 
lievin^ all things which are written in the law, aud in the pro- 
phets; and have hope toward God, which tfoey themselves- 
also allow that there shall be a resurrection of the dead, both 
of the just and unjust.*^ Here let i^ be obseryed, that ^he 
resurrection of the dead allowed by the Jews, was not the same 
either in kind or extent, as that preached by Jesus Christ and 
his apostles. It was, in the opinion of tlie former, little better 
than a transmigration of souls, andv even that was, confined 
to such as they called the just. The apostle, therefore, added 
with the greatest propriety, the oxplanatory woids, " both of 
the just and unjust,' ' to express the universality of the resur> 
'Vection of the dead. But did the aposde express or intimate 
the doctrine of endless misery by so doing f To answer this 
question one needs only to glance at the language which ho 
employed. For it is worthy of remark, that whatever were to 
be the results of the resurrection of the unjust, it was still such, 
an event as the apostle could hope for. But can one hope fot 
what he does not desire t and can a good man desire the re* 
aurrection of Uie wicked if it is to be followed by unspeakable 
and endless torments f One must be worse than the rich man 
in hades, to indulge in such a wish.^ But so.it is: what the 
great apostle of the Gentiles hoped for; has become in after 
times an event to he deprecated' as the bitterest curse to be 
.tiuflicted by Almighty vengeance onsttffedng faumamty. 
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Bat 18 there not one passage of Scripture relating to the 
fesurrection on wbich the hopes of orthodoxy may be »n»* 
pended, and from which it may "infer" the mild and peace- 
giving doctrine of endless hell torments T Yes there is one J 
one that has been quoted on this point time out of rnind^ 
" Marvel not at this ; for the hour is coming hi the which all 
that are in the graves shall hear his voice and shall come forth ^ 
they that have done good to the resurrection of life, and they 
that have done evil to the resurrection of damnation/' John r, 
28| 29. For a fuH and satisiiurtory exposition of this passage^ 
I beg leave to refef to tf Sermon on the subject by Rev. Sylva-^ 
nns Cobb. Still as you indulge in a somewhat protracted ex-» 
amination of this favorite text^ I must be permitted to fellow 
you with a few remarks. 

Tou assume that the Savior here speaks of a liteiftl resur^ 
rection ; " for who,** you say, " ever heard of a spiritual resur- 
rection to damnation T'* You also assert that no less than 
three resurrections are ^dken of in this chapter : 1, a spir* 
itual one, verse 24 ; 2, a literal onet applied to individuals 
whom our Lord miraculously raised from the dead, but who 
were subject to death again, verse 25 ; 3, the resurrection of 
all that have died, verse 29 « This may pass for assertion, for 
you present no evidence of its troth, and I think no evidence 
is to be had. There is something extremely improbable in 
the supposition that in the space of four short verses, our Lord 
should speak of three kinds of resai rection 1 I mast have a 
safer interpreter than I can regard yourself^ before adopting^ 
So crude a fancy. 

In examining the text before us, one incfuiry is very impor* 
tant, viz., Was our Savior here speaking of the resorreetion 
of the dead to a stata of life and immortality T The €rreek 
scholar knows that as the article is here omitted, the simplest 
and probably the true iranslatien of the passage would be, 
*' they that hare done good to a resurrection of life, and they 
that have done evil to a resurrection of damnation.** By ren- 
dering as they have done, and inserting the article, the trans- 
lators of our common version, have given a speciality to the 
meaning of the word resurrection, which the original does not 
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t^oh when it is remembered that 'the word cmastana has a 
Yastty greater latitude of meaning than onr word regurreC" 
Hon, by "Which it is generally rendered. In the primitive im- 
port orthe word anaitasit, says Dr. Campbell, " it denotes 
simply being raised from inactivity to action, or from obscu^ 
rity to eminence, or a return to such a filiate after an interrupt 
tion. Agreeably, therefore, to the original import, rising from 
B seat is properly termed anaaiaHt ; so is awaking out of 
sleep, or promotion from an inferior condition.*' 

At verse 24 our Lord said, " He that heareth my word and 
believeth on hitn that sent me, hath everlasting life, and shaft 
not come into condemnation ^ bcrt is passed lh>m death unto 
life." Hexe let it be remarked that our Savior employs much 
the same terms- as we find in the text. Life in verse 29, cor* 
responds with everlasting.Iife in verse 24 ; and damnation in 
verse 29, is the same word in the original as condemnation 
in verse 24. Are these words in verse 24 to be taken in a 
spiritual, and in verse 29 in a literal sense ? Where then is 
the proof? Verse 25 is 'explanatory of verse 24. At verse 

27 another important idea is introduced, one at which the 
Jews were astonished and efliended, viz., that authority is 
given to the Son of man to execute judgment also. In verses 

28 and 29 the nature of this judgment is set forth, and the 
extent of the office of the Son of man. It was not a few indi- 
viduals who were to hear his voice, and so attend to it as te 
live ; but all that people, good and bad, believers and unbe- 
lieversj were to hear and come forth, some to life and peace, 
•and some to punishment and suffering. A great change was 
to take place in their condition ; a change happy on the one 
hund and unhappy on the other. 

This interpretation was maintained long ago by Densing, 
was admitted by Dr. Lightfoot, and explained at large more 
recently by Rev. Newcome Cappe, a pupil of Dr. Doddridge. 
After giving the common exposition, Lightfoot says, '* Xbestt 
words might also be applied to a spiritual resurrection .as were 
the former, and (so coming out o/the graves m«aneth £zek« 
xzxvii* 12,) the words of the verse following being only trans- 



lated and gloMed thus — And iJUy Mkall e^nu forth, tUy tkaC 
have dome good, after they hear his voice in the gospel, to the 
[a3 resurruiian of life, and they that have done evil, after 
thej hear the gospel, unto the [«] reeurreetion of danmation* 
For Mr. Cappers pacaphnoer I most refer to his works or to 
Paige's "SeleoUons." , 

With due respect^ I am yours, &c. 

Thomas J. Sawteii« 
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LETTER XVI. 

Dear Sii*—** The endless punishment of the wicked,'' yoo 
tell us in the ninth place, "is certain-^from the circumstan- 
ces under which they will be placed at the judgment of the 
great day. For then they will have no Savior. Jesus Christ 
BOW sustains the chtiracter of the Savior, but in that day, he 
iitiU cease to retain this relation to the human family, and be 
the 'judge of the quick and the dead.' " 

Allow me to ask one or two questions. If, as you say^ 
Christ now sustMns the character of Satior to the human 
family, and is to sustain this character till the day of judg> 
ment, how happens it that the human family fs not or will not 
be saved? Is Christ the Savior of those who are never to be 
saved t. Does he now sustain such a character or relation to- 
wards them? These are questions which my Methodist 
friends have never answered. Again, if there is to be such a 
total change in the character aild relations of Jesur Christ at 
the day of judgment, will you permit me to inquire what the 
arpottle means when he speaks of him a» " the same yester- 
day, to-day aiid forever 7" 1 have sometinies heard it said, 
that Jesus Christ is now the Lamb of God, but at the judg- 
ment day, he will become aX«tff». Perhaps so, but where is 
the f Aim etnlh the Lord T 

There is another difficulty. Tou quote from somebody who 
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lays, " Christ is now our Mediator, and as such adminiisters ft 
hiediatorial government, * * * ♦ but then cometh the end, 
when he shall have'delivered up the kingdom to God, even the 
Father ! 1 Cor. xv. 24. Then he will descend .from the me- 
diatorial throne, and the benefits of his atonement will be no 
longer available. To suppose that Christ can act as the sin- 
ner's judge, and sentence him to hell, and at the same time' 
be the sinner's Mediator and advocate to procure his deliver- 
ance from hell, is palpably absurd." 

That Christ is now our Mediator, and administers a medi- 
atorial government, is one of the clearest truths of revelation ; 
and that he is ultimately to deliver up the kingdom to God the 
Father, is also true. But it is not true that there is to be a 
Judgment, or that he is to act as a judge, after he descends 
from the mediatorial throne. The moment he leaves that 
throne, " shall the Son also himself be subject to the Father.'' 
But I wish you to observe, that there is one condition to be 
fulfilled by Christ, before he can surrender the mediatorial 
kingdom ; that condition is the perfect accomplishment of the 
purpose for which he was appointed Mediator. There is not 
a particle of evidence either in the Bible or to be derived from 
the nature of the subject, that there is to be a general judg- 
ment, or any judgment, after the close of Christ's mediatorial 
reign. His office terminates with this event; but his office 
terminates only with the accomplishment of his divine mis- 
sion ; only when he has seen of the travail of his soul and is 
satisfied, Isa. liii. 1 1,^-only " when he shall have put down 
all rule, and all authority and power; for he must reign till 
he hath put all enemies under his feet. * * * And when all 
things shall be subdued unto him, then shall the Son also him- 
self be subject unto him that did put all things under him, 
that God hat bc all in all." 

This is the result of Christ's mediatorial government, as re- 
vealed in the Scriptures. If you know of any judgment or of 
any suffering in the moral universe, after this event, it becomes 
you to announce it to the world. St. Paul and other inspired 
writers leave us precisely Kere ; all things subject to the Son ; 
the Son himself subject to the Father; and^God the Father, all 
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IB all! But perl^ps yoa are ready to reply, tbat all thnll in* 
deed be sdbject to the Sod, as Dr. Scott says, " some in one 
way and some in another;" jthat a part of the human race 
will joyfully acknowledge him in heaven as their friend and 
Sayior, and that others will confess his power and " vindictive 
JDStioe" in hell. This has heen said before ^ but I hr.g yoa to 
observe, that there are two kinds of enemies, if I may be Id- 
lowed the expression, here spoken of by the apostle. The 
first, embracing " all rule, and all authority and power," and 
" death, the last enemy," are to be put down and destroyed. 
The latter embracing what are called " all enemies," ** all 
things" are. to be subdued, fmt under the feet, and subjected 
to Christ. Some doubt has been entertained by the com- 
mentators with respect to the meaning of the terms " all rule 
vid all authority and power." Some have supposed them to 
mean ike empires and kingdoms of this world ; but others, as 
Archbishop Newcome and Dr. Bloomfield take them of those 
adverse powers which hinder the consummation of the feli- 
city obtained for us by Christ, and are a hindrance to the 
divine counsel for the completion of man's restoration to the 
favor of God ; namely, the kingdom of Satan, sin, misery and 
death. See Bloomfield^'s New Testament. These enemies, 
remember, ace to be abolished, destroyed. " But death/* 
says Dr, Clarke, ** cannot be destroyed, by there simply being 
no farther death { death can only be desi:f'oyed and annihi- 
lated by a general resurrection; if there is no general resur- 
rection, it is most evident that death will still retain his em- 
pire." The same may be said of sin and misery, for sin is 
the sting of death, and misery is the consequence of sin. And 
all these are ** the works of the devil," which the Son of God 
was manifested to destroy. 1 John iii. 8. 

« But for the other class of enemies there is reserved a diflei^ 
ent fortune. They are denominated by the ap<wtle, "all 
things," which term undoubtedly means the wh>le cttationj 
or all created rational beings, all men. Christ's kingdom is 
a moral kingdom, and power was given him over all flesh. 
All human beings belong to him, they are not their own, they 
are bought with a price ; they are placed under his govern* 
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ttmnti and shall finally be subjected to hind by the eonstrainiog 
influences of his spirit and love> For) let it be observed, that 
as. Christ is to be subject to the Father^ after the surrender of 
his kingdom^ so are all thiols, all men, to be subject to the 
don, before that surrender can be made* And as the same 
words are employed, so the same kind of subjection seems 
plainly expressed. There is not on the one hand a ffriiling, 
and the other a compulsory subjection. Nothings is more 
manifest than that the apostle spoke of a moral subjection, ef* 
fected> as such a subjection can only be, by moral means. If 
simple power alone was tieeded,-— and nothing else can be 
needed to render those for whom Christ died, endlessly mise- 
rable,-^then the mediatorial reign might be cloised to-day, as 
well as at any subsequent period. In one sense, all things 
are as completely subject to Christ at this moment, as they 
ever can be. He is the constituted Lord and King, and there 
is no power that can deliver them out of his hands. Btit it 
was to make all men the subjects of his moral kingdom and 
the participants of his grace and love that Christ died. And 
«ks the apostle says " He must reign," till the object is ac* 
complished* 

These considerations may show how exceedingly unsatis* 
factory are your reasonings on this point. You assume that 
there is to be a great day of general judgment after Christ 
descends from his mediatorial throne and delivers up his king- 
dom, and God is all in all. On this piece of absurdity, desti- 
tute, as it necessarily is, of every shade of countenance from 
Scripture, you rear your ninth argument for endless misery ! 

In the tenth and last place, you tell us that ''the endless 
punishment of the wicked is absolutely certain from what the 
Scriptures assert concerning their condition subsequent to the 
judgment.'* 

. My examination of the former article might supercede the 
necessity of farther remarks here. For if you cannot provd 
the fact of a general judgment after the close of the mediato- 
rial reign) the consequences which you attempt to draw from 
any thing subsequent to that, judgment, are futile in the ex- 
treme. Bat I must dwell a few jnoments on this part of your 
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labor. " Where," you inquire^ ** will sinners be after the 
judgment- is past 7 They can no$ be in heaven, for there are 
no * tribulatioft and anguith;* but these shall be their por- 
tion. They can not be in heaven ,1 we repeat^ for the * pre- 
sence* of God and * the glory of hie power* are there ; but they 
shall be banished from his presence and the glory of his 
power." But enough of this. " What then will become of 
the wicked after the judgment of the great day ? Let the in- 
spired apostle John answer, Rev. xx. 11— 15." This paa- • 
sage, to which the reader may refer, you tell us, ** is a very 
natural description of the judgment." Very natural, no doubt. 
But do you know what it means ? Perfectly. It contains the 
following particulars : 1. Tbe judge upon his throne. 2. The 
resurrection of all the dead. 3. The assemblage of all the 
human family before the throne of judgment. 4. The aboli« 
tion of death, or mortality, and hell, (hades,) the place for 
separate spirits f which will then be no longer needful. 5. 
The dead are to be judged according to the various dispensa- 
tions under which they may have lived. 6. The final doom 
of the wicked is here stated. They ' are cast into the lake of 
fire* ! All very natural, indeed, very ! 

But is it not a little surprising, Mr. Remington, that when 
Paul was treating of the resurrection of the dead, of the end 
of the mediatorial kingdom and the results of the reign of Je- 
sus Christ, he should never furnish any description, natural or 
unni^tural, of this awful and final judgment? In no part of 
the Bible would such a description have found so appropriate 
a place as in 1 Cor. xv. And yet you will look in vain for it 
there. But in the book of Revelation, the most highly figura- 
tive and most difficult book in the Bible, in the midst of vis- 
ions which seem almost to bid defiance to interpretation, you 
find a very natural description of this event ! Here is not 
only a description of - the final judgment, but also of all its 
consequences; the wicked ''are cast in the lake of fire," and 
tlie righteous go " into that pure and holy place where the glo- 
rified shall dwell foreVer." The wages of sin is death, ** the 
second death." ** Hope has taken its flight from the wicked,* 
and their doom is unalterable." ** He that is unjust, let him 
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be unjust still, o;id hp whicli is 6Uhy let him be filthy stiU ; 
and he that is holy let him be holy still.'' 

But you seem utterly to forget, that if the words of the wri- 
ter are entitled to any respect whatever, all these things were 
about to take place eighteen centuries ago ! The first verse 
of this mystical book announces its contents and the period of 
itsfulfilment. '^ The Revelation of Jesus Christ, which God gave 
him to show unto his servants things which mutt shortly come 
to pass.^^ And it is closed with a similar declaration. ** Seal 
not the sayings of the prophecy of this book ; for the time is 
at hand. 'He that is unjust let him be unjust still ; and he 
which is filthy let him be filthy still, &c. And behold, I come 
quicHy, and my reward is with me, to give to every man ac- 
cording as his work shall be." And yet with these plain and 
unequivocal declarations that the prophecies of this bool\were 
to have a speedy fulfilment, commentatoVs have applied it to 
every thing and almost to every period of time and eternity. 
To this purpose you are pleased to quote your learned critic, 
Dr. Clarke. You represent him as saying that this book 
*^ may be considered as a prophet <;ontinued in the church of 
God, uttering predictions relative to all times, which have 
their successive fulfilment as ages roll on ; and thus it stands 
in the. Christian Church, in the place of a succession of pro* 
phets in the Jewish Church, and by this especial economy, 
prophecy is still continued, is always speaking; and yet a 
succession of prophets is rendered unnecessary." And you 
add your testimony to the authority of the Dr. by saying that 
" a part of this prophecy is iloubtless fulfilled; but its com- 
plete fulfilment will not take place until the final consumma- 
tion of all things." Very probable ! But the probability would 
be somewhat greater if it had not been distinctly and repeat- 
edly asserted in the book itself, that its prophecies related to 
things which were shortly to come to pass. 

Perhaps you arts not aware, however, that you do Dr. 
Claike great injustice in quoting him as you do above. The 
Dr. confesses that he cannot pretend to explain the book, and 
repeatedly says he does not understand it, and is satisfied that 
not one who has written on the subject knows any thing more 
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of it than himself. What you ascribe to him as his opinion 
is merely "a conjecture"; and a very wild , conjecture it cer- 
tainly is ! 

What you say of the date of the hook of Revelation is equally 
unsatisfactory. It was written, you tell us, ** between the 
years A. D. 90 and 100. In this I believe most ecclesiastical 
writers, and the most learned commentators and Biblical crit- 
ics ag^ree." The inference is made to refute the opinions of 
certain authors' which I had quoted. Dr. Lardner has infer- 
red this book to A. D. 95, 96 or 97. Dr. Clarke saysy <' The 
reasoning^ of Dr. Lardner, relative to the date of this book, is 
by no means satisfactory to many other critics, who consider 
it to have been written before the destruction of Jerusalem ; 
and in this opinion they are supported by the most respecta- 
ble testimonies among the ancients, though the contrary was 
the more general opinion." And as the favorers of its ear- 
lier date, i. e. that it was written before the destruction of Je- 
rusalem, Dr. Clarke enumerates ''' Hentenius, Harduin, Light- 
foot, Hammond, Sir Isaac Newton, Bishop Newton, Wetstein 
and ethers." See also Home's Introduction. 

Such are the ten arguments you offer us to prove the endless 
punishment of a part of the human race. Are they conclu- 
sive ? Nay, are they satisfactory T Various as they are, and 
important as you seem to regard them, there is not one that 
carries any conviction with it. They are chiefly inferential 
and far-fetched, founded on sheer assumptions, and o(^en ex- 
hibiting singular instances of most illogical reasoning. And 
is it upon such a tissue of assbmptions and fallacies and in- 
ferences, that a faith in the doctrine of endless misery should 
be predicated? That doctrine, if true, can be pi'bved, and it 
ought to be proved before any man allows himself to believe 
it ; and proved too in the clearest and most conclusive man- 
ner. And he who adopts it, and he who preaches it, without 
that proof, sin alike against humanity and God. It is a doc- 
trine at war with every principle of our nature, and inconsis- 
tent with every just conception of the Divine character as 
revealed in the Scriptures, and illustrated in his works and 
goyernment. Under thete circumBtanees, whaf kind of pro«f 
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ought to be demanded on yvhich to rest the faith of our souls t 
Is any things, and every thing, or nothing — is an inference, an 
obscure hint, a suspicion, a fear, to be taken as evidence that 
God will torment, world without end, a large part of his moral 
creation ?' And yet what more have you furnished ? In the 
outset yon boasted of a Jhua saith the Lerdif and of 'positive 
proof;'*" but your whole argument from the beginning to the 
end, is destitute of every trace of such proof. What kind of 
proof, let me ask, wo^ld the community require to convince 
them that Washington was a base, selfish, and ambitious ty- 
rant, who spent his life in plotting the ruin of his country? 
Would it not demand the clearest and most unquestioaable 
testimony, fortified on every hand ftnd cumulated almost be- 
yond all parallel 1 And would k not. even then find ground 
for doubts in the public life and benevolent labors of the Fa- 
ther of his country f If it were asserted that Howard was a 
monster ofcruelty, what proof, I ask, would the world demand 
before it could yield the assertion a full and implicit credence ? 
In either of these cases, such an argument a» you have heve 
made out, would be treated, as it would deserve, with con- 
tempt, and its author made the object of universal and mer- 
ited reprobation. But let the subject be changed ^ let the 
character and government of God be misrepresented and ca- 
lumniated ; let him be held up as a monster, creating millions . 
, on purpose to damn them everlastingly,' or with the infallible 
foreknowledge that such a fate awaits them and will be suf- 
fered by them, and the world is ready to believe it, and believe 
it on any evidence, or no evidence, on the rashest interpreta^ 
tions of words and sentences, on far-fetched inferences, on the 
»Hghtest and most precarious analogies, indeed,, on any thing ' 
that any man has the hardihood to call evidence, no matter « 
how fanciful, or how falsef Among the most astonishing facts- 
of the moral world, stands this general credulity in all that is 
dishonorable and blasphemous relative to the Universal Crea- 
tor. It furnishes one of the strongest evidences of man's aw- 
f j1 depravity. Represent God as sustaining a character com- 
pared with which that of Nero is excellence, and the world is 
ready to make it an article of religious fiedth. Speak of hii% 
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Fatber, wlio cmtrd to bless, and who 
will ia the folaess of doK •ccompluli his good pleasure in the 
orerlasUi^ feliaty of his moral creation ; aad men shake their 
headsyandfe^jou that this is*' too good to be true." Prove 
from the Tolames of Nature and Revelatioa that God "is good 
oalo an and that his tender mercies are over all his works, 
%pd that he " sent his Son to be the Savior of the world," and 
thej think jou a fond deoeivery or call jou an emissary of 



The time was, Mr. Benuagtott» when persecution and blood- 
shed, aad all the horrors of the stake and the Inquisition, were 
thoq^t consistent with humanity, and with the religion of him 
who died for his enemies and persecutors. The time was when 
the hai^ng of witches was believed to be a good and pioos 
work. The time was, loo, when a faith in electicm and repro- 
bation was essential to orthodoxy* and when iniant damnaticm 
was preached as a godly and edifying doctrine. We now look 
back on those times with wonder, and deem it strange that 
man could be so ignorant or so infatuated. But the time has not 
yet come, though it is rapidly approaching, when the doctrine of 
endless misery, which is now so generally believed and so 
highly esteemed, and thought so very essential to the chris- 
tian fiiith and christian character, shall have taken its place 
among the abominations of by-gone days, and christians will 
wonder at its former prevalence as we do now at the horrors 
of the dark ages ! Aa ever yours, 

Thomas J. Sawysr. 
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LETTER XVII. 

Dear Sir— I now pass to the consideration of your tbW 
lecture, in which yoa eontvast " the gift of God whibh is eter- 
nal life, .with the wages of sm which is deMh.."' 

After aHiidin^ to the horrible miseries wlrieh await the sin- 
ner in a future state, and which you haVe so Abu^dintiy proved 
in your prsceding lectures, you are pleased to say—" Bot 
fearfhl and dreadfhl as will be the Conditibn of all such ais dife 
in their sins, y^t there m no necessity for a soul's perishing, 
for God has made an ample provision for our salvation." Ton 
then add divers scraps of poetry, 'totting forth' in ^lo#fng 
colors the goodness and love of God, and the anxiety he feeh 
for the happiness of the human race. 

This is certainly very well, but you must allow me to doubt 
whether it is any thing better than mere declamation, and 
employed most incongruously with the whole tenor and spirit 
of your system. With all your free agency, you have no be- 
lief in' man's ability to turn himself, and, unaided by reveta- 
tion and the accompanying spirit of God, to work out his own 
salvation. Now you cannot be ignorant that four thousand 
years of idolatry and darkness passed away before the true 
light shined upon the world ; and that during this period^al- 
most countless millions of human beings lived and died, not 
only destitute of '' the means of grace," but even of the know- 
ledge of the Vnly living and true God. Since the christian 
era, in like manner, the number of those who have had the 
qfftrt of the gospel have constituted but a very small portion 
of the world, and even now only about one fourth part of the 
ii^abitants of the earth know any thing of Christianity and the 
way of salvation. All the rest, with the whole race who lived 
before Christ, one little people alone excepted, must necessar 
lily go down to hell ! According to this, your theory, perhaps 
one in a thousand of those who have already lived, may be 

8 
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laTed, and not more tban one in fiye hundred has even had 
the Bli|^htest oppoitimity 

<* To 'scape fkY>m hell and fly to heaven." - 

Ajid yet the pastor of the WiUet street church tells us with all 

hecQvning gravity, that '^ there is no necessity for a soul's per^ 

ishing !*'--^at " we need not die. The water of life is ahun*' 

dant. - 

<Its streams the whole oreation reach. 
So plenteous is the store !* " 

Astaoiahing, indeed, is such lang^uage in the lips of one who 
Hknows, or who ought to know, that it contains scarcely a seno- 
blance of truth. What is it but something worse than folly, 
to assert that God is not willing that any should perish, while 
at the same time it is acknowledged that Jesus Christ is the 
only name under heaven given among men whereby a soul can 
be saved, and yet that millions of millions have died in their 
ains without ever hearing or having the possibility of hearing 
that name? 

In this lecture you institute three inquiries : " 1. What are 
we to understand by eternal life 7 2, By what proof do we 
know that it is the gift of God T 3. We shall inquire unto 
whom it is given," Eternal life you define to be " the con- 
■ummation of all the benefits derived from the life, death, xe« 
•^rrection and intercessions of the Lord Jesus Christ, and is 
directly the opposite of the penalty of the divine law," You 
add, " the antibiosis which the Scriptures exhibit between the 
penalty of the law, and this great and glorious gift of God 
through Jesps Christ, is perfect and will hold good throughout* 
The penalty of the law is death— the gift of God is life." That 
is, " death" is in all respecto equal to " eternal life ;" and as 
a consequence, man merits by the leawt tin he can commit, ^ 
punishment that is throughout the perfect opposite of " the 
great and glorious gift of God through Jesus Christ !" Or to 
make the conclusioD still more obvious, man is able to do 
himself as much evil in one instant, as Almighty God can con- 
fer good upon him throug^hout eternity ! ! This is the doc* 
trine of the orthodox world, and the necessary inference firom 
iu interpretation of that much abused te^tt of Scripture, Rom. 
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Yi. 23. The absurdity of such a- consequence is too obvious^ 
one would think, to avoid being seen, but it is also too impor* 
tant for the support of that amiable dogma, endless misery, to 
be rejected. It matters little in what light it is viewed ; for 
it either brings the Omnipotent down to the level of man, or 
else it exalts man to a kind of equality with God. It repre- 
sents man to be as capable of doing an endless and infinite 
evil, as Grod himself is of doing an endless and infinite good. 
I regard this as not merely absurd, but as blasphemous. It 
is an insult alike to reason, and every sentiment of puri^ and 
reverence. It is contempt thrown upon the word of God and 
the character of its Author. - When will the christian world 
have ceased to indulge in these wretched puerilities, and be 
vinlling to interpret the word of divine truth in a manner wer« 
thy of itself? 

In the passage of Scripture under consideration, there is, as 
I observed in my sermon upon it, three pairs of antithetical 
terms: 1. Wages is contrasted with gift. 2. Sin, personified, 
is contrasted with God. 3. Death is contrasted with eternal 
life. Now every one knows that because «oajg!0«is contrasted with 
gifif it is by no means necessary to suppose that the gift is just 
equal in all respects and only equal to the wages. So *in is contraS" 
ted with Oodf but he wouJd deserve a home in the mad house 
who should thence argue that sin, considered as a personal be* 
\Dgx is altogether equal ta the Almighty. The truth is, these an- 
tithetical terms are properly used by the apostle ; they are not 
merely elegant^ but give great force to the expression ; the 
contrast, haweverv does not consist in the perfect equality of 
the objects contraated» but in the opposition ox dis«iniil«rity 
of their.nature. 

But, as if the apostle anticipated the abuies diat would be 
beaped upon his language, and was anxious to provide against 
them, he hhnself introduced the word eternal in connexion 
with life, to show that, while ia its nature it was the opposite 
of deaihf it indefinitely,, perhaps I shonld say in&iitely suiv 
passed it in point of duration. 

If the doctrine of elemal deaUk which yon so ardentljr ad« 
vQoate, is true, is it not a matter of wonder that not one of th« 
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Inytrea writers ewt oncv mentioiied it T Of eiernal life t^ 
New Tefttoraent wviten jpofee ftuniltariy and constantly. Tbey 
eoncrMted' it in rnnny ihstances with deaiHk, but' never wtlb 
i^emtddnth* I ask. yon, I ask any twHerefr in cftidleBf ixn»- 
wy, xn aocoonf tat iin» ftnt. Were liie apotftles so fiimiUw 
wh)r>th»modera dootrhie of sntitlwMis, a»d with the iat^rpM^ 
tMioiH ifcracet^«e» as to thkikit uttneee«9wyn» express Hkena^ 
Mlvas folly on tfai» pohi^ and thus left H <<» the ingenait^ el 
theivTeadeni to fovm as SeM they eonld' their ftiith in endle* 
tennents 7 Or were diey so panimomoos of wocdi that they 
flooldnetisr nSBotd, to write eternal in eonnexion with dtttih f 
SbineaaEpiaiiatioB of tfai* remarkable factiBhonld be famished, 
that we may know how to' aecount for its existence. If ^ 
Inepired wiiten believed in eierwd death, why have they not 
mentioned it T If they did not, what i» your authority for be* 
Keving'it?: 

Yon are good enov^h to fornish us with six or seven instan- 
ees'of aftttthesis for the purpose of showing its nature, and 
ftbo ludingyou in explaining the passage we have now been 
considering. ! shall not stop to examine them or to follow 
yoa in your winding way over and about them, because with 
all yonr exposition they add nothing to Rom vi. 23. Indeed, 
tflis is by far the most favorable passage in the Bible for prov* 
ing the doctrine of eternal death. And if you cannot find and 
estcdi>Iish thfttdbctrine here, it is in vain for you to appeal to 
flflher textff^ 

litfil 1' cannot but smile at your array of antithetical passa* 
gidsoPSoripture introduced to sustain your fhvorite doctrine. 
%9,ik unabllB, however, with my best efforts to see' how you 
extract endless misery from this proverb — " The wicked' is 
driven away in his wickedness, but the righteoos hath hope in 
hi»d«aihV* or how yoa make it out from Matt. vii. 13; 14, 
wKere " destruction" i» contrasted with " life." True, yoo 
«ery kindly aid our Savior by changing "life" into **Ufi 
eieimal,** and of course coastme ** d«stroc(Son" to ftiean noth- 
ing more nor less than ** eternal death, ' sonl and body itf 
hell.' " With svch talents for interpreting Scripture, you can 
haidly fln of: socciseding in any undertaking. He who cai» 
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prove the dootrioe of eiemia^dfiath, needs eatertain no lean of 
discomfiture, let him assume wliat absurdity he may. 

YoackiM jmae •bseniationB omder &e ^Mt kevd '0( •yow 
discooraewidi the.remaik th^t, ^as ecermdideath k the Be|>- 
acationAvm G>od aadibegiaryoffais •pewar^'miid a ^ntsliaMat 
of tevorlasting .destmctioa, it aaost be a dep»iv»tioii of aU ^loa* 
kive good nrhioh me aro cayohated 40 ecgoyt and ti^e inflioo 
Isen of all :the positive evil wiliioli'we ateicapabfe of^ndwuri^g.'* 
I camiot avoid comparing 'this aiith Vfhu. you told vis ia your 
aecood iectore, Ihat God "^'secogaices aian at^tfvee<m<iial 
ageal:, and tiHtt he *9vall never depfnw lutn ^ iSnu 4iecotmry 
conetitaeDt of his mond nature for the pwrpose ^«nakiag lika 
either holyaad happy, or stofol and miaarableV and th«t€(od 
** wiiHiereafter mak« kam just as hol^^ mnd happy as he can.*^ 
If depriving 'the sinner of all posittive goodtwrlneh lie 'is capa- 
ble of alloying, and inflicting «q>OB Ima aH ibe f»«tf itim mA 
whidi he Is .capable of suffering, be doing the .^jesKby liie poor 
ereatiires that-CM can do, you would confiBr afnmor l>y in^ 
focming sae vhat would be the toorttt. And I should talso «o> 
kaowledge my obligations if you would inform me what Is ttha 
difference between the best that your€re0 cae faereafscr do ta 
the unaer, asd the 'worot that yow DtBJrix. aould da< I have 
thought OB ibis sutgect censideraUy, .acnd most oonfess that i 
caaaotaee vmeh diflereoce between the-effecte of iofinilegoad!- 
iiess and love in this case, and infinite malignity: that is, if 
such a being ba the Devil had the sole disposal of stnners, and 
were inclined to do the very worst that the Devil himeelf could 
do, it would still be much the same as viiat ** the Father oif 
mercies asid God of all grace^ actually wi^I do, while in accord- 
ance with his infinite compassion, he makes them ^' just as 
happy as be ean.^ Perhaps if you were to prosecute thi# 
train of tlioagbt you might be led with the good and orthodoa^ 
Dr. Emmons, to conclude that infinite goodaess is rather more 
terrible than infinite malice would be; at all events, I would 
advise you to institute the curious inqmry whether io the 
course of these lectures, you have not sometimes introduced 
the character of the devil under the aamfO of God. So saiatt 
* susulie as this night, I thinks be easily made by yoi;^ 



1221 

Ihoqglil do not presume that it would wholly vitiate the argiU 
ment. 

Under your second head in this lecturei you attempt to 
prove that " eternal life is the gift of God. It is not of our- 
selves, for it is obtained through Jesus Christ out Lord.'* He 
purchased it for us, and *' prepares the soul*' for iu enjoy- 
ment, hy the efficacy of his own blood and the dperatibns of his 
holy spirit." Eternal life, you tell us, is not the reward of 
works. " We are rewarded according to our works, but not 
for our works." A very nice distinction ; rather too nice to 
be seen «' conceived. But does not this apply to Our evil^ as 
well, as our good acts. Is there not indeed the saige evidence 
to prove that the sinner shall be rewarded according to, but 
not/or his works) as there is that the righteous shall? Again, 
if our happiness and misery throughout etemi^ be only ac- 
cording to our wi^rks here, I am afraid, Br. Remington, that 
we shall have little to boast of. I know not how it may be 
with your perfect Methodists, but we Universalists are con- 
strained to believe that we are very well rewarded in this 
world for all the good we do here; and that the inheritance 
which is incorruptible and undefiled, and that fadeth not away> 
reserved for us in heaven, will be a gift, not a toward, and a 
gift toOf according to the love and grace of God, and not ao- 
cording to our poor and imperfect works in this present life< 

You tell Us " tfaer^ ai*e degrees df gldry aihdng th^ daints iti 
heaven, as oile Siat' dlfibrath froin another stdr iti gloiy .'-^ 
Eternal life entitles Us to an admitti&nce into hc^Ven, and is 
lieaven itself. But the reward of out Wdrks will be an in' 
Urease of our happiness in heaven." I'hls is ti very pleasing 
doctrine, no doUbt, and inust greatly encourage your perfec* 
lionists, who thus have a fair prospect of attaining " the up* 
permost rooms" and '' the chief seats" in our Father's house. 
But I fear these disinterested christians will yet be disappoint- 
led. It is not quite clear to my mind that heaven is to be 
awarded to morta]s,either/or or according to their works.— 
The apostle speaks, 2 Tim. i. 9, of Grod " who hath saved, us 
and called us with a holy calling, noi according to our workf, 
but according to his own purpose and grace." And perhaps 



Wh&t was thus begun, ** not according to our Works/* Will ht 
finished as it was begun, according to tbe divine purpose and 
grace. And should this suspicion happen to be well founded^ 
instead of being distinguished as special favorites in hearen^ 
you may find yourselves atlast/much in the condition of certain 
men in the parable, " wlio supposed that they should have re- 
ceived more than their fellows, but likewise deceived every 
man a penny. And when they had received it, they murmur^ 
ed against the good man of the house, saying, Th6se last have 
virrought but one hour, and thou has made them equal unto U9^ 
which have borne the burden and heat of the day." The reply 
to these very natural and grievous complaints was just, if it 
was not satisfactory. ** But he answered one of them and 
said, friend, I do thee no wrong ; didst not thou agree with 
me for a penny 7 Take' that thine is, and go thy way ; IfoiU 
give unto this last even as unto thee* Is it not lawful for me 
to do what I will with mine own ? Is thine eye evil because I 
am good 7" 

Of one thing, Br. Remington, We HiA^ rest assui^d ; God, 
the judge of all the earth, will do right. W^ shall be reward- 
ed and punished according to bur works. No good act and no 
evil act will be permitted to escape the all-seeing eye, and the 
equitable retributions of a holy and just God. But that our 
good works here are to make us great and exalt us to dignity 
in heaven and through eternity, is not so clear nor so conso- 
nant with the spirit of the gospel. As ever,, yours, 

Thohas J. Sav^i 8R» 
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LETtEH xrni. 

De»i Sw^Vfk^T iko thii4 h^tA of tt^ fteotojceyon propow 
the ioU»mmg imp^rtx^ «qoe»tioo; '' Unto whom wHl etexBdl 
llf« ibe f^voA ?" To thi« yo« veplgr^ *' that It will not foe givefe 
to ftU nbe Imbw* ikmilf indkeriniiDately. It ii aot pramiaed . 
toaU aMU; eitlier 4iyriMS% or iodkeotly. We donllenge Iho 
whole world Jto ptio4u^ a mgfe passage of Holf Writ, 
ithich ootxtai«s ohe faroiBue or aasuraace that^rod will give to 
each member of che family of Adam eternal lifie." 

This is very confidestly eaid, and, no doubt, in all oiacerity. 
Btt( if you wSl allow so humlile an iodi^ridnal as myself to ac» 
cept a challenge which was boastmgiy givea to the whole 
world, I will call yomr attention to Rom. v. 12 — 2i, Here is 
l^(9guage which no system of doctrine, or philosof^j which 
no subtlety or haiii>splitti^^, aiitd no learmng or oriticiam ot 
aayiliog wlU .enable yon lo avoid. It is plain, diirect andirre- 
finfiables and proves, U w^ords oao parave a«y thing, that, " as 
by the offence of icme many were made sinaeni $ so by the righ- 
teousness of one shril {[the^amej many be ma^ righteous;'' 
md that ** wheve^inebeonded, grace did muc^ move abound ; 
that as sin ha^ BeigoedvatoAealli, even «o might grace reign 
throfagh righteousaess unto eternal life by Jesus Christ our 
Lord." ^* Thus we find," says Dr. Clarke, ** that the salva- 
tion from sin is here as extensive and complete as the guilt and 
contamination of sin ; death is conquered, hell disappointed, 
the devil confounded, and sin totally destroyed." It is, as 
Dr. Watts so well and evangelically sung — 

'' All that the reign of sin destroyed 

Shall Zion's King restore, 
And from the treasures of the Lord, 

Give boundless blessings more." 

It is thus orthodox men write and speak when they forget 
their creeds and yield themselves up to the influence of gospel 
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trulfh ! Tbey fivd occMion for tdumph in the aU-cooqneriag^ 
gmo$ of ^God, and rejoice in the prospect of the complete de- 
fltniotioo of death and sin. . But if *' death is conquered, * * 
and sin totally destroyedy" as Dr. Clarke affirms on the clear 
Scripture warrant of the passi^ before us, it is evident that 
one lextf at least, can be produced which fully answers what 
you demand. Others, however, shall not be withheld. When 
the apoetle says that, ^* As in Adam all die, even so in Christ 
diall all be made altive," what does he' affirm but that *' as we 
[all] have home theimagfe of the earthy, [the first Adam,] 
we shall also bear the image of the heavenly [the secoad Adam, 
the Lord from heaven]?" What is It to be made alive in 
Christ, if it be not to participate in a life that is divine and 
eternal ? " The bread of God is he which came down from 
heaven and giveth life to the world.'* Who, Mr. Reming;ton, 
are the world ? Whom did Christ come to die for and to 
save ? A few elect 7 No : you know, what all revelation af- 
fiims, that Christ came to save all men. He died for all ; 
gave himself a ransom for all ; and is the propitiation ** for the 
sins of the whole world." This, then, is the world to which 
the Son of God ** giveth life." But let me refer you to 1 John 
V. 8—12, Eph. i. 9—11, Rom. viii. 19—21, Philip, ii. 9—11, 
&e. ' And here allow me to remark, that one of the greatest 
errors of your sect consists in proposing no object of positive 
faith, no truth actually existing to be believed ; no Savior 
really ours, to be accepted and loved. Every thing is condi- 
tional, vacillating and unstable. The gospel is no gospel till 
we believe it; Christ is no Savior, till we receive him and 
make him such. Now I cannot but think that the word of 
truth, the gospel of our salvation is true, and as true before, 
as after we believe it. Christ died for us, and is our Savior, 
before we receive him and own him in this character. And 
God must have given us eternal life, before we come into its 
possession. It was given us in Christ Jesus. ** This," 
says the apostle, ** is the record, that God hath given to us 
eternal life, and this life is in his Son." This being a positive 
fact, admittiiig no conditions and no doubt, the apostle was 
justified in affirming that ** he that believeth not God hath 
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made him a liar ; because he believeth not the recorcl that 
God gave of his Son." If it may be supposed that God hath 
not given eternal life ** to each member of the family of Adam," 
then it follows, that those thus excepted in this grant, cannot 
be, guilty of making God a liar, by disbelieving what he h^af 
never affirmed. That the wicked do not now enjoy any thing 
of eternal life, is a clear truth ; but it is none tbe less true that 
God has given it in Christ, who is " the head of evety man^" 
and the ** Lord of all ;'' and upon this fact are predicated all 
the invitations of the gospel, and all the aggravated sin of un- 
belief. It is because men reject the truth, that they are con- 
demned, not that they disbelieve a dream, an illusion. 

But I pass to your examinatidn of the proof texts of Univer- 
salism. Of these you adduce eight Only ; and yoii spesk of 
them as " the most prominent texts of Scripture which are 
employed by our opponents to prove their doctrine." You 
add with a most affecting tone of regret, that you ** are obli- 
ged to (^oncludd that not one vf them^ when properly explain- 
ed, contains the least semblance that all men will indiscrimi- 
nately go to heaven." It must be acknowledged, however) 
that. anxious as you were to detect some proof of so desirbblie 
a doctnne, th^se few passages were despatchied in a most 
marvellous and business-like manner. I have neither i\m^ 
nor disposition to follow you step by step, over this part of 
your labors; I must therefore be content Hvith merely glanc- 
ing at your method oi properly explaining God*s holy wordi 

The first text you present us, is Isa. Xlv. 23. " Unto me 
dvery knfee shall bow, every tongue shall swear." The whole 
passage, which it was not convenient A>r you to quote, reads 
thus — ** Look unto me, and be ye saved, all the ends of the 
earth; for I am God, and. there is none (else. I have sworn 
by myself, the word has gone out of my moUth. in righteous- 
ness and shall not return ; that unto me every knee shall bow, 
6very tongue shall swear, sure!y shall say, in the Lord have I 
righteousness and strength.'^ I omit the word one, introduced 
without any reason by the translators. ^ 

The first remark you make on this text is, that " if it fefers' 
to the gospel, and is fulfilled in this world, it is only a decla- 
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Nation of what God will have men do in order to be saved. It 
does not say that they shall infallibly ho'w the knee and con- 
fess to God ; but they shall do this if they are saved.'^ That 
the passage " refers to the gospel," admits no doubt ; at least, 
it is so explained by the commentators. That it " is fulfilled 
in this world;" is neither said nor intimated. And that it 
does day that " every kn6e shall bow, and every fongue confess 
to God," and this Infallibly, is as certain as language can ex- 
press, or the oath of iGod cftn make, any thing. " If the text 
means '^at all men do boW the knee and confess to God in 
this world, then it is not t'rd^.*' Very probable : but I hope 
the erudite pastor of th'6 Wilfet street church is not ignorant 
that the p&ssage fieithidr says nor' means any such thing. Yet 
it does say and lilean, what is true as God*s word is true, that 
Jehovah has Bworn by himself, that every knee shall bow, and 
^very tongue dfaall swear, truly shall say, "in the Lord have I 
tightedusiaess and strength." Whether this is to be fulfilled 
in thld ^orld or another, is not said ; but all that is said} is 
true, notwithstanding your sceptical cavils. Once more yon 
day ; ^ If this text Is not fulfilled in this world, as perhaps, 
Universalists may say, then we ask, to what period are we to 
look for its fulfilment ?*' To this question you reply that "St. 
PSul quotes, and applies it to the judgment." Rom. xiv. 10— 
12. That St. Paul alludes to it in this passage is probable, 
but that he applies it to the judgment is not true. From the 
fact set forth in the prophecy, that every knee shall bow, and 
every tongue confess to God, the apostle infers that christians 
ought not to judge one another any more, since they must all 
give account, each oile for himself, to God. That any allusion 
is here made, to a future general judgment, is utterly without 
proof. Your delightful inferences* therefore, that every knee 
will bow, but then it will be too late for sinners to obtain par- 
don ; that every tongue will confess to God, but it will then be 
too late to obtain forgiveness of sins ; that Christ will then be 
judge, and not the "mediator between God and men;" all 
these are the groundless dreams of poor miscalled orthodoxy. 
But suppose it were true, that there were to be ten thousand 
future general judgments, how would that circumstance vitiate 
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the factio clearly exprwfted in this prophecy, that uato God 
every knee shall bow, and every tongue shall swear; surely 
ahaU say, in the Lord have I righteousness and strength?-* 
Would this -annul the truth ^Bserted by die apostle, that God 
bath highly exalted Jesus and given him a name that is above 
every name, that in the name of Jesus every knee should bow, 
of things in heaven, and things in earth, and thmgs under the 
earth, and that evety tongue should confess that Jesus Chsist 
is Lord to the glory of God the Father ? But observe one 
condition ; the apostle declares that " no man can say that 
Jesus is Lord but by the Holy Ghost." 

The next passage to which you ,call attention is Isa. xxv. 
6—8. You tell us with great candor, that " if thi« passage 
oan b^of*any possible service to Universalists, it must refer to 
the Gospel ; otherwise it belongs entirely to this world, luid 
has nothing to do with the world to come. We are willing to 
allow that it is a prediction concerning the church of Christ, 
and the provisions and blessings received and enjoyed within 
her pale.*' Perhaps had you said that it is a prediction of the 
great, die conraion, or universal salvation, wrought out in God's 
mountain by Jesus Christ, you would have been much nearer 
the trudi. '' The Chuich of God" you are pleased to make 
the. place where this feast is celebrated. I can see no reaspa 
for this interpretation, as " mount Sion'' of which the apostle 
speaks in Heb. xii. 22, is not the Church as you imagine, hot 
^* the city of the living God, the heavenly Jerusalem," as the 
apostle explains himself. But granting this evasive conceit, 
does it annul the plain meaning of the prophecy ? Is it not 
still true that God the Lord of hosts has made or shall make 
unto all people a feast, and that he has or shall destroy the 
covering cast over all people and the veil that, is spread over 
all nations, that he has or shall swallow up death in victory or 
forever, and wipe away tears from off all faces f It matters 
not what ** this mountain" may signify, whether Zion or Cal- 
vary, or the Church, the truths made known in the prophecy 
are still truths, and not to be rejected save by the spirit of infi* 
delity. You enumerate among the blessings mentioned in this 
prophecy, pardo^t divine light , vietoty over death and a 
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JUiMTmnee from aU 9<Mrrow** wbtch you tell ns ** are enjoyed 
ID 'Gkid^fl holy mountain/ and not extended to all the world." 
This'is indeed a bold contradiction of Almighty God% ** All 
people/'^'* all nations/' according to your mode of properly 
explaining Scripture, do not mean ** all the world/' but the 
Chiircfa ! Let us pass on* 

Tou now bring us to the New Testament. The Old is ex- 
hausted ! Here we are introdnced to Johnili. 17 : " God sent 
not his Son into the world to condemn the world, but that the 
world through him mi^t be saved." Here you tell us, ^'the 
word might qualifies the sense of this passage and implies the 
pot^bUiiy, but not the cettawty of the salvation of all men." 
In the first place you ought to know that the original might 
have been translated, thould be saved as well as ndgkt be 
saved.. And in this case- your qualifying word utterly fails 
you. In the second place I would ask, if God sent his Son 
into the world to suffer and die merely to make \i possible for 
all men to be saved ? But you must not forget that the hea- 
then world for four thousand years had already died in their 
sinS} and if Methodism is true, it was utterly impossible for a 
soul of them to be saved ! Besides, would it not be well for a 
christian teacher to reflect whether he honors his Master by 
representing him as coming to this world with no certaiwty 
that the objects of his mission would be attained in a solitary 
individual ? Prophecy had long foretold that he should see 
of the trevail of his soul and should be satisfied, and that the 
plieasure of the Lord should prosper in his hand. 

Tn 1 Tim. iv. 10, you find another prdof teit of Universal- 
ism ! " Who is the Savior of all men, specially of them thai 
believe." This text, you say, ^>eaks of a general and special 
Balvatiott ; and you ask, 1. *From what does Jesus Christ save 
all men 7 2. From what does he save them that believe ? 

Let us now prepare to dive into the bottomless pit of meta- 
physics. ''Jesus Christ/' says the pastor of the Willet-st. 
chnxohy ** has saved all men from aen-existence ! As all men 
rinned seminaiUy and not aduaUy, in Adaan, so all men, if 
Christ had not interposed to save them, would have been pun- 
ished semiMtUf as they snmed ; that is^ Adam and Eve would 
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have beon cut off in their sins, and, of course, their posterity 
Tvould never have existed." Oh, for the mantle of Dans Sco- 
tus, " the most subtle doctor !'' But ahas .' this kind of sin 
and punishment is beyond the grasp of my feeble powers. 
Will you refer me to the Scriptures where it is taught 7 Stay 
^ a moment, however, and let us contemplate the magnitude of 
this salvation. The grace manifested in saving a being from 
non-existence to run the risk of living out an eternity in cease- 
less and unspeakable torments, is, I must confess, rather ques« 
tionable. I leave you and your friends to admire it, and par- 
ticularly a<i yoa thinly that God sent his Son into the world 
merely to make it potsaible for men to escape endless misery ! 
Again ; " Jesus Christ saves all men from the guilt and pun- 
ishment of original sin. None are now condemned, none are 
punished for Adam's siu. Rom. v." I have read this chap- 
ter with due care, but find no evidence that Christ came to 
save men from original, more than from actual sin. Perhaps 
if you will re-peruse what the apostle there says, you will see 
that he teaches very olearly the salvation of all mankind. 
> Again ; " He saves all men from total depriivation of divine 
influence. '' But is this true according to your theology ? Is 
the savage, who is profoundly ignorant of God and his truths 
saved from this deprivation 7 Once more ; ** Christ saves all 
men from total despair.. He has placed man once more on 
the eligible ground of probation and made us ' prisoners of 
hope.' " Is this true 7 Let us consult the records of revivals 
so called, and see whether Christ saves all men from total 
despair. You know the contrary. So much for the general 
salvation. Now comes the special i which consists in salva*. 
tion, '^ 1. From the love of sin. 2. The guilt of sin. 3^ Thf 
power of sin. 4. Pollution of sin. 5. From the coaaequen« 
ces of sin."^ 

It seems not to hare occurred to you that it was GodI and 
not Christ of whom the apostle was here apeaking. ''For 
therefore we both labor and suffer reproach because we trust 
an the living God who is the Savior of all men, specially of 
them that believe.'' Perhaps this circumstance would modify 
yoor interpretation. Dr. Bloomfield paraphrases the paflsag^ 



131 

thus— o'^ We undergo the toils [we do in spreading the gosr 
pel,] and the reproaches and persecutions we have to bear 
from its enemies, becausd we hope and tr\ist in th,e promise* 
of God, who is the temporal Preserver of all men, as well as 
the Savior of mankind in general, whether Jews or Gentiles/' 
The truth is, God is the Savior of all men in Christ Jesus who 
gave himself a ransom for all and tasted death for every man* 
He is the Savior specially of them that believe, inasmuch as 
they are made ihunediately the participants of his grace. 

You refer to Rom. xi. 26. I was not before aware that thie 
is one of the most prominent proof texts of Universalism. I 
pass therefore to 1 Tim. ii. 4. ** Who will have all men to be 
Aaved and. come to the knowledge of the truth,'* The manner 
in which you dispose of this passage is curious. Uiiiversalists 
say ** that to come unto the knowledge of the truth all must 
believe in Universalism ? But do all men believe in Univer^ 
salism 7 No, certainly not : for the author of these lectures 
does not." And multitudes besides, infidels and heathen, al- 
most without number. ''Has God lied? Tl^is blasphemous 
conclusion must follow if the Universalist's construction of 
this text be admitted.'* Very clever. But pray where is the 
blasphemy save in our limitarian friend's infidelity? God, 
says the apostle, will have all men to be saved and come unto 
the knowledge of the truth. Is that true, Mr^ Remington, or 
is it not ? If it is true, then Universalism is true, or the Deity 
will be eternally disappointed. You may take your choice of 
these consequences, 

I shall pass the text you quote frqm Hev. v. 13, because I 
do not profess to understand that book. It will answer, how- 
ever, for the complete counterpart of all thos6 passages which 
ase so constantly adduced from the Revelation to prove endless 
misery. Even Mr. Wesley's dreamy exposition will not savtt 
f^ reasonable man from such a cpnclusioQ. 

Thus ends your examination of the prominent texts of Uni- 
rer^ismt and I trust none of the pillars of our faith are moved 
out of their plq^e. You might, by patient study, have dii* 
covered a few more, but with youp tact at exposition they 
would have beeq easily explained away. You close this part 
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of your lecture by instnictitig us " that certain ctosses of mail' 
kind are positively denied •dmittance into heaven or 6ie gift 
of eternal life." In Gal. V. 19-^-21, yon say, die i^orks of 
t^ flesh are enumerated under sixteen different heads ; and 
it is added that they that do such things shall not inherit the 
kingdom of God. In 1 Cor. vi. 9, 10, yon find a similar cat- 
alogue, of whom the same thing is asserted. Now it would 
be well for you to state explicitly what you understand these 
passages to teach. If they inculcate the doctrine that *"* the 
unrighteous, fornicators, adulterers," fte. &c. are placed be> 
yond all reach of mercy, let it be so understood, and let your 
Methodist ftiends cease to mock the miseries of the world by 
inviting persons guilty of such crimes to repentance and sal- 
vation. But then, yoo know, and every body knows, that this 
is not the doctrine of the Bible. Again, if these declarations 
mean that all persons dying with such characters are to be 
everlastingly excluded from heaven, let this interpretation be 
proved. Yet you know this is impossible. The Scriptures 
give no warrant for such an opinion. The plain meaning of 
all such passages is this ; that the kingdom of God, whether 
it be understood of Christ's kingdom on earth, or of heaven 
itself, is a kingdom of purity and truth, in which the wicked 
can enjoy no part from their total unfitness for participating 
in its spiritual happiness. Now it is the grand design of the 
gospel to prepare sinners for the possession of this inheritance. 
In 1 Cor. vi. 11, after affirming that " neither fornicators nor 
idolators, nor adulterers, &c. shall inherit the kingdom of 
God," the apostle adds, '* And such were some of you ; but ye 
are washed, but ye are sanctified, etc. in the name of the Lord 
.Jesus, and by the-Spirit of our God." 

The real matter of dispute between TJniversalists and Limi- 
tarians is not whether sinners, as sinners, i. e. with the dispo- 
sitions and characters of sinners, shall be admitted into hea- 
ven, or be blessed with the enjoyment of eternal life ; this 
Universalists believe no more than any othe^r class of Chris- 
tians ; but the question is, whether sinners shall remain sin- 
ners endlessly, and thus be endlessly excluded from the felicitSf 
of the spiritual world. On this point we are divided. T4ii 
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contend that some men wiil be wicked throughout eternity, 
the enemies of God, and the rafferen of his wrath. I, on the 
contrary, believe that Christ must reign till he hath subdued 
all moral creatures to his sway, till he hath finished sin and 
brought in everlasting righteousness^ and prepared a ransomed 
universe for the full participation of the pleasures which fiow 
at 6od^» right hand for evermore. That men are now unbe- 
lieving and rebellious, is no proof that they will remain so 
endlessly ; for Christ came to save them from their sins and 
bring them to a knowledge of the truth. Of course, all the 
facta to which you here appeal, have no bearing on the subject. 
That sinners cannot go to heaven in their sins, that they can- 
not be saved without repentance and reformation, that the 
gospel opens the only hope of life and immortality, is all true.; 
and that all men shall ultimately be redeemed and sanctified 
and gathered together in Christ Jesus is equally true ; and 
God shall be all in all. 

r have now gone over the argumentative part of your lec- 
tures. Hereafter I shall pay some attention to the* objections 
to Universalism with which you close your labors. In the mean 
tinte I am As ever yours, 

THOBfAa J. Sawtxb* 
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WTTER XIX. 

Dear Si»-^I noiv eome to yowr ** leading obj^ctioM to iToft- 
venaHtait*' wkk ^bioh it aoeaied good to foo to eo&elode yovr 
lootuvM* Tlid0e objectfions were reserved, bo doubt, for the 
psqiOM of prndocing eflhct, mod Imiviiig a mighfty impuMMMi 
upon your Iwareva and veadan. As they add nothittg to tba 
weigbe of krgaok&nt, bowe? er, I might be exoaatd ffoat tba 
task of OKaminiBg cfaen, did aot the tone and apirit exhibited 
in tfaem, demand a puUic t^roof. Qapuliy ignonnt of att 
the facts neceeeary to form an unbiased judgment, and utterly 
reckless of truth, you have gone on from 'Olgectiea to obje^ 
tiOB, pouting oat yocff abuse without meroy , upon the poor Uai* 
versalist, and at the same time in a mcMaer that says, plaiaer 
than words can speak, ThftidK Qod, /am not lika other men. 

I intend to deal mildly wiith you, however, thou|^ it may 
be necessary for me to utter some unpalatable truths. 

Yoar first objection to Univ^rsalism is, that ** it destroys 
man's moral agency, and, by consequence, makes the holy, 
just and good God, the author of all the sin and misery in the 
world. This we have proved in the first lecture." 

I have looked over your first lecture with great c^e, for the 
proof of this assertion, and must confess that my search has 
been in vain. It is true you quote Dr. Fisk, who says that 
** Universalism is founded upon predestination ;''-*that Unir 
versalists generally are fatalists, and that ' ■ those who are not, 
are evidently ignorant of their system.*' And this is all the 
proof which the erudite pastor of the Willet. street church ad- 
duces in support of the gross and graceless asserticm that 
Universalism destroys man*s moral agency, and makes God 
the author of all the sin in the world ! Not a solitary quota- 
tion is made from any Universalist author, high or low, known 
on unknown, and your utter neglect of such authorities shows 
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thst all your little knowledge of UnirenaUsm was. aerived 
excluBively from your brethren in tbe MethodUt mimfljry. 
V The argameitt is purely a Methodist one, and with Metl^odistf 
will no doi&t hav« ita «eigfat ; but to those who fcnpw or wi»o 
trouble themselves to think en the Bui^ect, it must appear as 
it really is, a "specimen of sheer assertion and wholesale 
abuse. 

Yffttir fe«Qnd ^bjpptjqn, is, if possible, still more strange. 
Uniytfrsalism, you say, 'U^tf fiside the atonement of Jesu^ 
Christ altos^th^r, a,nd piakes paan swflfer the full punishment 
of his crim^Sj in this wf^jrid. Hence, if men entesr the king- 
4om fif beftven, it mjost be witJyqiit Christ or his salvation, and 
the spng of the re4ee]ned be rendered null and void forever. 
This wre hftve proyed ip the second lecture/' 

That Untversatism sets aside the atoneinent of Christ if ut^ 
tenly false. But the assertion that it does so, probably prigih 
nat^d in the Rev,. Mf « JKemington's utter ignorance of what 
Christ's atonement is. Yqu think that Christ came to sav^ 
ip«n from the p(t/^m$hm€9U of their sins-ra doctrine which is 
contradicted in plaiatei;ms, pn almosteypry page pf the Bible. 
Universalists belieye tliat the object of his mi98,ioii v^as to save 
men from their nn9i and hence, from descrying punishnient. 
Atonement is reconeiU€it%<Kn, and. the Scriptprea assert, what 
the Universalist believes apd rejoices in, that " God wa^ in 
Christ, reeonciUng the world to himself." If, therefore, men 
ever epter.the kingdom pf heaven, it must be by Christ and his 
salvation, and the song of the liedeenaer will they sing for- 
ever. 

I wpul4 affectionately recommend you to review your second 
lecture, and observe, a^ you pan hardly fail of doipg, how ut- 
terly fiitile are all your attempts to free the sinner fropi the 
just punishment of hi^ sins. ''He that doeth wrong shall re^ 
ceive for the wrong which he hath done, and there is no 
vespect of persons." Hath God ^^ii arid shall he not do it ? 
Ifath he spoken and shall he not make it good ? Th^ Lord 
renders to every man according t;o his works. Beware, then, 
I beseech you, lest you fritter away the trulk as you attempt 
to escape the j'tts^iee of God. 
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Still more marvellons is your third objection. You say, 
" Uoiversalism represents tke Almighty as a eraelt tyrannical 
being ; inflicting punishment upon the innocent for the sins of 
the guilty ; and unjutt in panishing the innocent, and letting 
the guilty pass unpunished. This we have also proved in the 
second lecture/' 

" or whom speaketh the prophet this T of himself or some 
other man ?" Surely, Mr. Remington cannot be ignorant 
that this objection is against his own creed, and not Univer- 
salism. Universalism represent the Almighty cruel, and ty- 
rannical, and unjust? I^ow, dear brother? "By inflicting 
punishment upon the innocent for the sins of the guilty, and 
letting the guilty pass unpunished.*' Indeed, is this to make 
the Almighty cruel, tyrannical, and unjust f If so, will yoil 
point me to a more cruel, tyrannical, and unjust, transactioii 
than that by which you atonement was wrought out ? There, 
if there is truth in your creed, punishment was inflicttid upon 
the innocent for the sins of the gnilty, and the gniity mad* 
to go unpunished. This is the glory of man-made orthodoxy, 
if any glory it has : and it was only in the preceding pasa- 
graph, that you urged it as an objection to Universalism, that 
it sets aside a doctrine which you now tell us represents God 
as a cruel f tyrannical, and unjust being I 

But once more : In the preceding objection you complain 
of Universalism, because it "makes man suffer the full pun- 
ishment of his crimes in this world;*' hnd here that it lets 
** the guilty pass unpunished." Both of these objections, it 
seems to me, cannot be valid ; and it would gratify me to have 
some explanation. I have re-perused your second lecture, 
where you have "proved" your third objection to Universal- 
ism ; but I find nothing which convicts it of making God H 
cruel, tyrannical being, inflicting punishment upon the inno- 
cent for the sins of the guilty, and letting the guilty go free. 
I suspect, however, that all this is proved in this short-h»nd 
method. 1. Universalism teaches that natural death is the 
penalty of the divine law. This was made out only by a scan- 
dalous misrepresentation- of a paragraph from my sermon. 
2. Infants die. 3 Consequence. Thus Universalism rept«- 
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flebto God at panitliing the innocent (mfaott) for the sins of 
the guilty, (their perents, or perhaps Adam.) But I will not 
attempt to be your expositor. 

The lonrth objection against .URiversalism, consists in its 
making " no just distinction between the righteous and the 
wicked. It ranks the children of God and the children of the 
wieked one in the same class, and make^ them fellow-heirs of 
the same promises and the same heaven. Its prayer is,^ 
* gather thou my soul with sinners, and my life with bloody 
men. 

This is a sensible objection, and there are several passages 

in the Scriptures by which you might have illustiated and 

** proved" it. Let me quote one or two. " God, I thank thee 

that I am not as other men." " Stand by thyself, come not 

near me, fot I am holier than thou." Is it such a distinction 

as this, that Mr. Remington would have kept up 7 There are 

examples enough of it in the New Testament. Even the Son 

of God was rejected by a perverse and wicked generation, be- 

cause he trampled on the distinctions which self-righteous 

Pharisees had established. He was denounced. as a ** friend 

of publicans and sinners," and nailed to the cross by these 

lovers of a *\}ust distinction between the righteous and the 

wicked." He came to save the world, and to save it from tiiu 

He had but one gospel to preach, and .one salvation to work 

out. He died alike for ** the children of God, (if there were 

any such,) and the children of the wicked one;" and he died 

in manifestation of the love of God to the world at large, to 

every creature.. 

Perhaps, however, you mean something else. Perhaps you 
mean that Universalism ranks all men in the same class, as 
though it were saying, '* Every one that doeth evil is good in- 
the sight of the Lord, and he delighteth in them." That such 
is your meaning, I am led to infer from the prayer which jpu 
ascribe to it. If that is the spirit of your objeetion, I have 
only to' say, that it is utterly false, a base calunuiy ; and you 
know it to be so, or know nothing on the sulrject. But freely 
do I forgive such an ebullition of malice. I might refer to 
some instructive passages in th^ history of a certain denomi- 
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oatsMi in wlridh tlie ebUdfen of the wioIM odd, high llaafllcd 
«iiiAer# And '< bloody me&i" hsre beeit regard^ fiot merely as 
prospectWe fellow-heirs of heavett, but reo«ived her* to the 
fellowship dHhtf sainci^ and *i«de the tettcfa^rs of th« ehttrch 
of Qod ! but I forbear. 

In the fifth place, y'ou tell os, " Universaifsm dctes no good. 
It brings no sinners to r^pfentance. It produces no rivals 6f 
religion. In short, it nev^r ^as the m^ns of saving onTe din- 
ner irom his sins ; therefore it is not ttorA (rod. If it Were, he 
would own and bless it. But he does not, he never did, and 
never 'will dwn it as hid ti-uth. Ho never will bicrss it in the 
'eonversioti and Salviition of sinners. It is frcAh beneath,' ntft 
from above." 

This, it must be confessed, is taking broad gi-oond, and 
using quite positive liinguage. And the ibtta who can speak 
thus, milst be either irery familifitr with a somewhat ^xtei^ive 
hi^ory df Universailism, or else very 'itftimate with all the 
pnnci^les of human tfatnre. As to your knowledge of Univer- 
salism— K>f its genei^l doctrines;^ to say nothing of its histd^ 
t&nd its moral effect^— ^yo^or lectures themselves, cry out on 
*fverypage, iii toh^tfthar cannot be suppressed, "My leai>- 
ibess, nsy leannesi.*' But how then are you qualified to assert 
that ** Universalism does no good V* Iiithe first place you do 
fiot ktrbw wh«^t it ii : How then can you tell what it'So^i oi* 
does tot do t 

'bni " TJftiversalism produces A6 revivals of religion !** Pray 
tir, what is a revival of religion ? And how long have they 
been fashionable in the world ? Has the Chui^h of EngliO>d, 
the mother, and the Roman Gudiolic Church, the grandmother 
of Methodism, any revival's ? Has the Greek Church, the 
Lutheran Char^fa, the Presbyteriftn Church smiy revivals, in the 
itood^m sense of that term 7 And yet a system of faith, o»a 
f eli^on, that prodni^t none of those spasmodic whhrlvrinds, 
utafit be denounced as <'aot of God!" But Univer&alism 
" bri'i^ ao sinners to tepentance." That 'is an assertion of 
your own making, and requires proof which neither yon nor 
any <Hiher mortal ean produce. And so of the charitable we- 
mark, dwft ** it is from beneath, not •from aboye," A plalni 
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eoHAiftov «eiw« fmiii/ w«uld be -spt to niipeot the opjiontfi of 
U«i¥0Arftti8ih- td h«vt5 efi^Mited in a lower workL But I 

" tJnWfetUtfHsWi dofe* ifritttetisd evil. It grieves the Hgli- 
teotiS fend stfehgih^nAihe hdiids of the fjritfced. EKek.*Hi.«2, 
23. It cried peaeb, p6a6iy when God hdi not sptiken petttie. 
tt builds tip th6 dirtn^i* !n hi4 siAs, and often mdkes bim lit 
least, two-fdld tniore the child of hell thaifi he was befbte 1 
As long as sinners cleave to nnirei-salisto, no long will thejr 
eteav^ to their triils." Tbk objoction is «uptHfft^ by the 
6le«r t^sthrtonyvof Dr. Ficrk, who repreBents It ai raying to the 
wicked; '< Heuveii shaH be tbtr^s, fear itm. la the midst of 
mil your btasprhettAeb, and cJl yonr ancleatineBS, and all yott 
«xCetoest yes, in yowr extortions, *yoiir robberies, your mtn^ 
6tH, rejoice and be exceeding glfid, ftft hetlven, with an itb 
weight of glory, is yottw." The morlil seiise which cooW 
][>ormit so grois and maliclotifs a misrepresMitalioii of all the 
leiMihitfgd of tJttitttrsaiisliI, deftervies erny thing rather tfam 
•wvy. 

I lino# not how you Woald i^reaeh UniyersiaHsm Ja your 
|ir^<int istaie of mind, but if €tod should ^yer give yoa grace 
to b^li^ve it, 1 know yoa cbald not preach) as you now.mti^ 
^<eprMe#t ic« 

It 18 a little singular, that with all the acntentssJErequently 
feichibited by the opposbrs of UniverBftHsni, thfey havie not hith"- * 
' etto perceived what the tendency of such objection^ as thifc 
fttid the preceding teally is. *' tTnWetsali^ni does no good 
but Immense evil, tt btings no sinners to tepentance, but 
encourages them in their sins. It produces no revivals tif re^- 
ligion." Such, it is said, ar6 the facts* But there is a gfeat 
deal of religion in the iiioAAj tikany tevivah are produced, end 
thtdtitiides of sinners dre l^rought to reppexMAntte. What ae>> 
eompltehes all this 7 It is not T^'niversfldisin ; ttnd we are left 
to inf^r in no doubtful manner, that it is the aotftgonist dogtn^ 
of endless misery. " Ak long as sinners cleave to Uaiiverial- 
lam, BO long ^il they cleave to their sled. The impiortant 
doctrines Of repentance, faith andholiaiMs, preached to them^ 
will be labor lost as long as they remain established Univet* 
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flaBMs." Am we at any ioM, then, what peculiar dogiba it 
is diat alone can gt^e ^eacy to these important doctrines f 
Do we need to be told in plainer language that the doctrine 
of muUeM* miUery is thus represented as the main spring of re- 
hgion t Deny that single doctrine to Christianity, . and it 
prodnces no more revivals, brings no more sinners to repent- 
ance, no longer fosters a spirit of love and holiness ; but it be- 
comes henceforth a grief to the righteous, and a streogthener 
oi the hands of the wicked ! 

. Believers in endless miseiy, are these things so t Weigh 
weU the cmisequences and answer me. Is it true that all yonr 
revivals owe their existence to the fear of hell-fire } Does-all 
the repentance in the land spring from the same exalted mo- 
tive T Is your faith, your holiness, your liyve to God and love 
to man ; are all yonr prayers and thanksgivings, your piety 
and christian labors, the fruits of the doctrine erf* endless mise- 
ry T la short, is this dogma the moving principle and the 
^oiy of the christian religionf If so, let it be proclaimed 
upon the house-tops. Let the world be disabused of the no<? 
tioa, thai christians are virtuous and good, because the love of 
God is shed abroad in their hearts. Let it be understood thi^ 
the grace of Christ is powerless to work salvation. Let the 
ministers of Christ blush not to say, that were it notibr th^ 
devil, and his dungeons and racks, they would mock at all the 
agonies of the cross, and laugh God himself to scorn ! Let 
them give the lie to the apostle, who affirms, that " we love . 
God because he first loved us ;'' and let them teach that holi- 
ness and heaven derive all their charms from the fires, and tor^ 
meats of hell! 

Thank God, it is not so. Men intheir madness of opposition 
to Universalism, do, it is true, virtually say all this ; but ** they 
know not what they do." little do they dream what a ter- 
rible recoil this stroke, which ihey aim at the truth of God, ia 
to have upon their own heads. Little do they think that this 
aigument, with which they fondly h(^ to annihilate Univer* 
salism, must, if successful, strip themselves of every vestige 
of virtue, but that most doubtful of all virtues, the fear of 
hell. . 

9 
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Will my frieM Remington thiak of tfaeiA thing*, and reflect 
wb^her it is a loye of truth or of victory that prompts him to 
employ objections so fatal to every thing pure and lovely and 
of good report. As ever, yours, 

Thomas J. Sawteb. 



LETTER XX. 

Dear Sit — The seventh objection with which you favor us 
is that ** Universalism is unscriptoral ;"— an objection much 
more easily made than proved. You denounce it^ however, 
as unscriptural, and plauHble .only ,as it is successful in per" 
Merting the word of God. To make this manifest to your 
readers, you adopt a somewhat thread-bare, but at the same 
time, a marvellously short-hand method. You select ten or 
twelve of the popular proof texts of your favorite dogma which 
you arrange in a column under the title of The Holy Scrip' 
tures. In another column you present us with the same pas- 
sages as you, and those from whom you copied, think '^ they 
should- stand in The Creed of the UnivertalUts, Under this 
latter head, Mark xvi. 16, reads thus : " He- that believeth 
not shall he taved." John iii. 35: "He that believeth not 
the Son shaU see lifBf and the wrath of God shall not 
abide on him.'' 2 Thess. i. 9 : ** The wicked shaU not A 
puniehedf but rewarded with everlasting happiness.''^ Hades 
in Luke xvi. 23, is rendered grave instead o£heUf and jo also 
is Cfehewnaf Matt, x/28 ; xxiii. 15, 33. 

Really, friend Remington, this is but a shallow business, 
not very honorable either to your heart or your head. In the 
first place, you know, or you ought to know, that from the 
beginning to the epd, this is a graceless and inexcuseable mis* 
representation of Universalism, exhibiting a pitiable ignorance 
of its charsu^ter ag4 exposition* of the Bible, or else a mean 
attempt to impose^ upon the public cr^ulity. You -assume 
that these several passages mean. precisely what the unlearned 
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aad unthtnkiaff h«ve beiln twixght and mgppfke them to m'^an.' 
Ton Cairo it for granted thai the word gawdi,- for hwilnictf, > 
means to be reeeocd from endless tmuety, and that Mk uni- 
formly signifies the place of soeh punishment. Hence yon 
conclnde .that Univeraalism is guilty of " palpable perversions 
of the word of God." AH this, however, is utterly destitute 
of proof, and whether you are aware of the fact or not, men 
who are well qualified to ptOdQce it, are singularly indisposed 
to make the attempt. I do not make this remark to your 
disparagement ; though I may be allowed to hint that had you 
,and your advisers known more on the subject, the Wallet-st. 
lectures would never have appeared in print. 

The remark introduced in this connexion that you would 
not preach Universalism if you believed it^ unlesfs first con- 
vinced of the infallibility of your own judgment, is deserving 
a slight notice ; not merely because you make this deelan% 
tion, but because I am led to think it quite common an your 
denomination. The late Dr. Fisk once expressed the same 
sentiment. Perhaps, however, the jmport of such a remark 
was not fully compnehended by either you or him. If a man 
would not preach Universalism if he believed it, should we 
not be justified in suspecting thar he might preach Metho- 
dism or something else, even if he did not believe itt Be- 
sides, how shall we know that such a one does not now ben* 
lieve Universalism 7 True« he denies it,~ but that is tb be ex- 
pected, for he openly avows that lie would not preach, and 
0f course would not confess, even if he believed it t Whefber 
this is christian consoientiottsness 6r accursed hypoterisy, you 
and your friends may decide; but ibr myself, I pray Gad I 
may ever have the honesty to preach what I believ9, Iliad 
rather err with a good conscience, than to hold the Imlft in 
unrighteousness. 

The ironical commendation which yon here tender tJnhrer- 
saiists for their wast of misaioaary zeal, is peenliarly nnfon^ 
nate. Yon acknowledge diat we are diligent in the dtsee^tf> 
ation of our faith, while we are perpetually opposed by all the 
self-styled orthodox deaomtnations in the land. We are ivot 
idle, therefore, though we ** do not wtmd out miseionariet t6 
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Alrioa and oihidt unhetltiiy climes." If wie Ate doing nothing 
. among the heathen abroad; we are exploding «oine heethefi 
• errore at home. But how long, t^o^ me to ask, has the great 
Methodist denominatioif heen "atiimtited with a very active 
spirit of missionary seal" f How many missioiMirieS do they 
now siipport in foreign eoontrtes t What good are- those mis- 
sionaries doing t 9tiU fhrther, what are you doing at home f 
Is your denomination increasing i« numbers and knowledge 
and virtue 1 Oa the contrary, is it not, with all its missionary 
seal, and all ** the saving influence'' of the dogma of endless 
misery, iat a stand-still, and obvionsly taking on the aspect <^ 
internal discord, decay and ruin .? 

Your eighth objection is derived from the not very obvious, 
but still assumed fkct, that " the apostles and primitive min^ 
isters of the gospel cannot have believed in Universalism." 
This is proved by asking whether any one can suppose that 
they would have submitted to so many privations, hardships 
and sufferings in such a cause ; whether the people would 
have persecuted them for preaching such a doctrine; and 
finally, whether their preiaxshing could have produced such 
wonderful effects if it had embraced Universalism. Let uS 
glance at these questions separately. 

1. ** Can any one believe that the apostles would have 
submitted to nakedness, cold, hsnger, thifst, disgrace, pover* 
■ ty, bonds, imprisonments and martyrdom, for preaching Unf> 
versalism*?'* The question clearly involves an absurdity in 
thevtew of my friend, Mr. Remington ; and no wonder; for 
a professed minister of the gospel, who can unblnshingly avow 
that he would not preach. Universalism if he believed it, mutt 
of necessity think it impossible for the apostles to submit to 
any inconvenience, the slightest even, in its promulgation ! You 
seem to think that the only thing which can iirge a man to 
preach any truth whatever, is the fear of hell-fire. This is the 
only motive whose power you are willing to acknowledge. 
Still you might leflect that God has constituted and endowed 
some mortals so strangely that they are actoaiiy capable of 
making sacrifices for the happiness of their fellow creatures 
without being driven to it by the terrors of eadlen damna- 
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tioni And I cannot but think that Faal and the other .apea- 
tlei were individual of that number. ** The love of Chmt," 
said he, ** constcaineth us;"—" for therefore we both labor and 
suffer reproach because we trust in the living God, who it <Ae 
Savior of all me», specially of them that believed' He ex- 
horted his brethren to look unto Jesus, the author and finisher 
of theu- faith, who for the joy that was. set before him endured 
the cross, despising the shame. In short, I remember no 
passage where any inspired writer intimates that the apostles 
or primitive ministers of the gospel were actuated by a belief 
in the dogma of endless misery. On the contrary, it was^ the 
love of God shed abroad in their hearts, the love of Christ 
constraining them, the love of their fellow men urging them 
on : they spoke as if they were the partakers of a new and 
higher life, of a deep and fervent charity which embraced a 
world,.aod which taught them not to seek their own good ex- 
clusively, but to go out preaching the unsearchable riches of 
Christ to every creature. They had learned that their home 
was in heaven, and of course they did not copnt their life dear 
to them so that they might finish their course with joy, and 
the ministry which they had received to testify of the grace 
of God. 

Beflect for one moment how you rob the apostles of their 
hondr, and di^prace your own character, by contending againsC 
the Universalist, that love to God and love to man, deep and 
pure and divine, is not sufficient to furnish a motive for all the 
labors which even they porfermed and all the sacrifices they 
made. 

2. " Can any one believe that the people would have in- 
fiicted these punishments or sufTerings on the apostles for 
preaching the glad tidings that all should surely be admitted 
into the kingdom of heaven f " ' Here is another marvel to the 
eye of the pastor of the Willet street church. Perhaps I can 
explain it. People are not generally much offended at the 
preaching which assures them of their indiifidmal salvation ; 
bat there is in every age a large class of men whose rage and 
hate can be excited by nothing so readily as by preaching that 
God is the Father and that Christ is the Savior of all other 
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men as well as themselves ! The Scribes and Pharisees of 
our Lord's day afford a striking ilinstration of this fact. Had 
Christ preached that they were God's favorites, and his only 
beloved, and that He would damn the whole world beside, 
think you be 4vouId have been crowned with thorns and nailed 
to the cross 1 No ; he would have been hailed by them as the 
Sent of God ! But alas ! Jesus of Nazareth wrought miracles 
for the poor, and the poor had the gospel preached to them ; 
he ate with [fublicans and sinners, and showed himself to be 
their friend. He taught that God is kind to the unthankful 
and to the evil ; and the result was such as might have b«en 
expected ; these pious and praying soolsi who trusted that 
' th^'were righteous and despised others, persecuted the Sa- 
vior from village to village^ and from city to city, and rested 
not till they crucified him between two thieves ! 

As it was then, so is it now. We are not wanting men of 
the same temper and spirit im this age and this country, as 
were engagedin the persecutions of Christ and his apostles. 
True, you tell us, " the most devoted men of Qod received the 
apostles with open arms, and gave every demonstration that 
was possible of their love and attachment. But the wicked- 
hated them and did all they could to injure them and prevent 
their spreading the doctrines of the gospel." But pray, who 
were these " wicked V* Were they not the most religiouv 
people, the piously orthodox of that day t And these '* de- 
voted men of God," who received the apostles with open arms, 
were the heretics, the off-scouring of the earth, the despised 
and down-trodden of their age. And how is it' now f Do not 
. those who assume much of the religion of the land, the pions 
and praying people, (I mean such as have piety and prayers 
to boast of,) oppose and persecute Universalists, and for the 
same reasons that the Pharisees of old persecuted the diici* 
pies of Christ? Who are they that wish to deprive Univer' 
•alists of the name of christianSf and even of the privileges of 
citizenship 1 Are they " the wicked,'' or are they ** the most 
devoted christians" f Who hears any objections to a man or 
a sect that believes that only a very few will be saved f— 
ProBch partittlism and you preach to please the corrupt heart. 
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PrciM^h ^lAt God lo««ft only the fighteoiMy^uid jroti pleu^ aU vbo 
traM that thtsy ave Tighteou». PFeach thfit God will tormo)^ 
t^e .wicked foroveri and you gratify every malignaot epint wx 
earth. But preapb Uaivecgaliam aad aU euch as 9e.ek an e^* 
oluaive heaven are presently pfiended, and the pi^acher is de- 
nounced 84 a £ri(3nd of pubH<sans and sinners I 

3. ** Cai^ any one believe that under the preaching of these 
glad tidings some should ,'tisemble;* others, 'pricked to the 
heart,' cry out, Men and brethren, what must we do? and 
others fall prostrate at their (eet, and say, Sirs, what must we 
do to be saved T" In reply, I ask Mr. Remington if'he is pre- 
pared to prove that Felix trembledf or the Jews cried out, 
** Men an^ brethren, what must we do t" or the jailer, ** What 
must I do to be saved f" from the preaching of the doctrine 
of '*the future and endless punishment of the wicked 1'* i 
know you are not ; and you Know that neither in the preach- 
ing of Peter or of Paul, on the occasions alluded to,, or indeed 
on any other occasion, is there the least intimation of the doc- 
trine in question ! You look in vain into the 3criptures for 
any instaadbs of the modem kind of self-styled evangelical or 
orthodox preaching. Paul reasoned before Felix, ** of right* 
^Duaaess and temperance and a judgmmit to come,'' or about 
to come, and Felix trembled, i. e. was afraid ; not, says Dr. 
Bloomfield, with a trembUng terror j nor merely with an «»- 
eatffsfhng, but he was in fear. " Tiie thing," says Bishop 
Sanderson, quoted by Bloonifield with approbation, "that 
made FeUx tremble, was that Paul's discourse fell upon those 
$pefial vices, wkereia he was notably feiil^i and wejce theii 
dapped in dose upon him." Peter, on the day of Pentecpst, 
preaohed befom the multiti)de in Jerusalem. '' I«t all the 
house of Israel know assuredly*" said he, ** thatt God bath 
made that same Jesus wham ^ kav$ erua^d, both Lord 
and Christ. Now when they heavd t^s, they were pricked in 
tUeir hearts, and said unto Peter and to the rest of the appsr 
t)es. Men and brethreo, what sh»ll we do 7 " ^nt npthing was 
said of endless misery. Aed in the case of the poor jailer* 
stupidity itself eaenot set up suck a pveteusion. It was iatcor 
duced heie meiely for effect, for my Reverend friend cai^ot 
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be to ignortot as not to know that there is some difference 
between an earthquake and the preaching of endless torments ! 
The conclusion to which yon come seems to be, that if Uni- 
versalism is true, the apostles were fools for suffering in its 
promulgation— that the people acted very strangely in perse- 
cuting those who preached these glad tidings, and that there 
is noaccountingfor any expressions of penitence or sorrow or 
anxiety in those who hefird the gospel ! It is aatoni|hing to 
you (hat a corrupt and licentious Felix should have trembled 
ttBdjier the i^postle's reasonipg ; that the Jewf , the very men who 
vtetp insirum^ntal in nailing their Messiah Lord to the cross^ 
sbould h»ye been pricked to the heart and said» What must 
we do ? and th^t 4 jailec awaked out of his sleep \>y an earth- 
qyalLe thalfc shook the prison-house to its very foundations, 
ahppld have cried out» What must X do to be saved ? If Uni- 
«ii?)rsalisQi be true, how ar^ all these iparvels to be explained. 
Po^r man ; is there nothing in the universe of God that can 
l^elp us to account (or these things but the dogma of endless 
misery 7 Powerful, X am willing to aokuowledge that dogmih 
i^ but worthless would the gospel be if it must reiy on th^t 
glaring absurdity for it^ spirit and efficacy^ It wquld no lon- 
ger be ** the power of Gpd ifntp salva(iop*" Well was it said by 
the apostle, ** God h^th not givon us <^ sp^U off^Qffjt hut of 
power and of. love and of a so^nd mind." 

With f espeety yours, &». 

Tp(»CA9 J. S^WTJ^B. 
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. LETTER XX. 

Dear Sir— Tour ninth objection to tJnivenalism lies in the 
assumed fact that ** it encourages sin.*' To make out this very 
questionable assertion, yon introduce another, still more start- 
ling, vix : that "if UniversaKsm be true,, the more sin the bet- 
ter, because thereby our admittance into heaven ^11 be has- ' 
tened." The way in which all this is " proved" is curious, and 
the conclusion overwhelming. In the first place, you say 
diat Universalists must admit that the wicked antediloviansand 
the Sodomites, Judas Iscariot, &c, entered heaven long before 
righteous Noah, Lot, and the apostles. The wicked, because of 
their wickedness, rested in- heaven, while the righteous, because 
diey were righteous, were left many years longer in this world 
of sin and suffiuring. ** What an encouragement," you exclaim, 
** to sin ! Only sin to such an extent as to provoke the Almighty 
to cut you off by death, and then he will take you immediately 
to heaven ; or-if this course does not suit you, you have a still 
shorter way of getting there; you cmn take your choice, the 
rope, the naor, the pistol, the river^ or the pcnsonous drug. 
By either of these ^ou can end all your sufferings, and be in 
heaven in a few moments whenevei you may choose. And if 
this were true, how could it be wrong for you to do so 7" 

Unfortunately for this beautiful philosophy, mankind has 
always been so ignorant and perverse as to regard a violent 
and, premature death inflicted for crime^a puttiihwieiU* Leg* 
islators, and even the Almighty, have countenanced and en* 
oooraged such an opinion ; and the consequence is that most 
men, even Methodists themselves, are not very anxious to be 
hung, even though they might thereby hasten their entrance 
into heaven. It is now but a few years since a Methodist 
nnnister was triad for his life, and yon are not ignorant of the 
great efforts made, and the large sums of money expended^ to 
save him from such a mercy ! It is now generally believed 
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that public justice was, in that ca^e, failed by tbe influence 
and wealth ofa ^eat religious sect; and I remember no sin* 
gle circumstance which could lea^ any one to conclude that 
either the accused or his brethren at large were particularly 
anxious that he should swing from the gallows to heaven ! 
Was it because they believed him guilty ? or did they fear thcA 
his title to the better world -was too questionable to risk the 
consequences ? Cases are not wanting, I presume, in every 
religious sect, and among those of no sect, in which men ar« 
prompted to sin ; but there never was perhaps a single in* 
stance of an. individual's sinning for the purpose of hasteniii|^ 
his admittance into heaven. Your objection} Uierefore, th#ugh 
very acute, is utterly groundless. 

But 2 have not yet done. You think that if Universalista 
do not like to provoke the Almighty to cut them off by death, 
they ought at least to commit suicide ; and you are kind enough 
to prescribe several methods by which this can be very expe* 
ditiously done. 

Now if this objection is valid against Umversalists, it is «bi- 
▼ious that were it not for your faith in endless misery, you 
would at once seek some means of speedily reaching heaven. 
The only consideration that keeps you from suicide is the fear 
of the endless torments of hell- Only banish this apprehen? 
aion, and you remain no longer " in this world of sin and suf* 
fering." Let us examine this doctrine a little. la the first 
place, you acknowledge yourself a slave, living in fear, and 
of course, destitute of love* In the second place, you virtu> 
ally accuse God of so forming and conditioning man that life . 
in this world is a carse ; or at least that he is not infinitely 
wise and good in cdntinuing him here ! ^ do not eavy the spirit 
that dictates sneh sentiments. It is not Christianity ;— it is 
not the spirit of child-like love and gratitude and confidence 
toward God that the christian must feel. Fardon me for 
•peaking freely, but sir, if these are your real sentiments, let 
me tell you, what your own conscience must have told you 
long ago, your pretensions to Christianity are utterly false. 
What, you profess to be a disciple of Christ and to preach the 
f o»pel, and yet avow that weie it not £ov the fear of hell, you 

10 
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would either perpetrate some capital crime, or el«e commit 
•nicide! May God in bis infinite mercy deliver his church 
from such teachers. 

I believe ib the final holiness and happiness of all mankind. 
I have no fears of endless misery, either for myself or one of 
Ae human race. Such a result I hold to be absolutely impos- 
sible in the government of Almighty God. It is not enough to 
say that it is untrue j it is absurd and blasphemous \ And yet 
I was never tempted to commit suicide. Before I knew God 
and his Son Jesus Christ, the instinctive love of life which I 
held in common with the rest of mankind, preserved me from 
such a danger; and since God saw fit to bless me with the 
participation of his grace, there have been other and qpightier 
influenees operatipg for my safety. I love God and would 
honor and' obey him. I know that he is my Father, and thai 
he loves me better than any human parent ever loved. I 
know, too, that he is most intimately acquainted with all my 
circumstances and wants, and with all that is best for me. He 
knows what blessings I need, and what trials and sufferings 
will contribute to my improvement. I am in his hands, and 
at his disposal for time and for eternity ; and such confidence 
do I feel in his wisdom and goodness, that J would not' for 
worlds, even were it possible, break myself away from his 
control ; for I know that now all things shall work together 
for good. ** The Lord reigneth, let the earth rejoice; let the 
multitude of the isles be glad." Truly^can I say with the 
psalmist-—" Thou hast holden me by my right band. Thou 
shalt guide me with thy counsel, and afterward receive me to 
glory." I look forward to heaven with hope and joy. I know 
that my inheritance is there, and I anticipate its future pos- 
session ; but still I am willing to run with patience the race 
that is set before me. 

You will perceive there is some diflfetence between us, / 
«>would not commit suicide, because I love God, and confide in 
his infinite wisdom ; you would commit suicide were it not for 
the fd^ar of endless misery ! Let us represent our respective 
<fenominations, and you will see the difference betn'Oen Uni- 
versalist and orthodox piety ! There is an eqnal difference in 



161 

the results. For i( is a notorioas fact that more suieides hare 
been cauted by the dogma of endless misery, in the United 
States alone, and within the last ten years, than were ever 
committed by professed Universaiists in the world ! The 
truth is, every man who believes that dogma for himself, wiU 
be driven to insanity, if not to suicide : and the only reason 
why orthodox churches are not converted into mad-houses, is 
because the advocates and supporters of the doctrine are good 
niitured enough to believe it for their neighbors and not for 
themselves. 

But still ** Universalism encourages men to sin !'^ And who 
is it that makes this graceless charge 7 A Methodist clergy- 
man— ^ member of a denomination whose moral character 
was never very remarkable for its purity, and which has, at 
this moment, I believe, more minitten in the several prisons 
of the State of New York than can be found of Universalists 
of all ranks and classes in all the prisons of the U. States ! ! 

Let me not be thought too severe. I make these remarks 
with no feelings of -unkindness. I would have you remember, 
however, that he who volunteers as a public defamer of other 
denominations, should first be assumed that his own is not pe* 
culiarly liable to reproach. 

Am I still told that Universalism does theoretically jus- 
tify murder and suicide ? This is what the lectures befbra 
^e more than intimate. But will you condescend to reflect 
for onfi moment on your own creed. Never was there a sys- 
tem of fai^, that under certain circumstances, more effectu- 
ally canonized murder i You yourself tell us that "All who 
die in infancy, will obtain the gift of eternal life through the 
merits of Jesus Christ. Such not being moral agents are 
saved unconditionally.** Now it need not be said that your 
system recognises these infants as being so constituted that 
the moment they become moral agents they will also become 
Hnner*, and of course, justly exposed to the penalty of eter- 
aai death ; and that the risk which moral agents incur of los- 
ings their souls forever, is awful in the extreme. What then 
is the obvious duty of parents ? If they must and will be the 
means of bringing children into existence, are they not bound 
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by every consideration, as they love them and desire their 
happiness, or hope to meet them in heaven, to see well to it 
that their offspring never pass the boundary line that separates 
infancy from moral accountability? Shall the'y weakly or 
wickedly risk their chiliVs everlasting felicity, when it is com- 
pletely in their power to send it in a moment to heaven? The 
parent "who could knowingly subject his child to such an aw- 
ful responsibility and hazard, would himself merit damnation ! 

Perhaps it will be replied that the parent would, by taking 
the life of his child, expose himself to endless torments. But 
if Methodism be true, this danger is trifling; first, because we 
are all exposed a thousand-fold to such torments already, and 
an additional crime, though of blood, cannot sensibly affect the 
awful account ; and secondly, because we should enjoy the 
same opportunities to escape all punishment that we do now. 
But if it should finally happen that an individual were damned 
everlastingly for such an act, he might still enjoy the con- 
sciousness of suffering in the cause of humanity, and feel and 
know that the very crime which weighed him down to hell, 
had been the cause of raising a beloved child or family to 
heaven ! But enough. Let us 'hear no more that Universal- 
ism encourages men to sin ; at least, till you have examined 
" the odds and ends'* of your own wretched system of faith ; 
or till a happier illustration of its moral power has been ex- 
hibited than the world has yet seen. 

I now pass to your tenth objection, which is, that ** Univer- 
salism is opposed to experimental religion. It derides the 
tears of the penitent sinner, and the experience of the genuine 
believer." Did I suppose that the pastor of the Willet street 
church himself believed this assertion, I would challenge him 
to the proof. I would ask him how and where TJniversalism 
has been or is opposed to experimental religion, and when it 
' has derided the tears of the penitent singer and the experi- 
ence of the genuine believer? But, sir, you know better than 
this. Ignorant as you are of our faith, and of its practical ef* 
fects, you know that you have no reason for such an assertion. 
It was made for effect. Like most of your objections,' it 
sprung from the mali^ity of your own heart, and an invete- 
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rate hatred towards Univerialists. Hencb it is that in the 
same strain of false accusation, you go en to say, that ** Uni' 
vecsalism makes religion to exist altogether in the head and 
net at all in the heart. Believe in Univeraalism-^itkh is the 
Alpha and Omega of their religion. A^a a people they know 
nothing of experimental godliness.'^ 

Heartily do I pity the man who can indulge in such lan- 
guage as thiS) and particularly in reference to a denomination 
of which he is obviously ignorant. But pray, sir, whatdo yotf 
mean by experimental religion and godliness ? Is there none 
of it in the world except among M etl|odtsts 7 Does it consist 
in hysterical sobbing and crying and screaming, in shouting 
and cliipping of hands ? If not, it is possible there is as much 
of it among Universalists fius among your own sect. For there 
is an experimental religion, Mr. Remington, that is too deep 
to be clamorous, too pure, to attenlpt the gaining of public at' 
teation by mere outside show and pretension, and too perma- 
nent to wasto itself in the senseless effervescence of an hour or 
an evening, and leave the heart cold and lifeless for the re- 
mainder of the week. Would to God there were more of thi» 
in our land ! Our Sunday religion might pot crackle and blaze 
so much perhaps as it does at present, but the fire upon the 
altar of the heart would burn clear and steadily through the 
whole week, and through life. Believe me, sir, he is a very 
curse to the church and a disgrace to his profession, who per- 
forms all his religion in one day, and leaves six for the ser- 
vice of the world and the devil !. Look around you, sir, and 
soberly ask where you see more christians of -that class than 
among yourselves. 

But Universalism insists on a belief in the final holiness and 
happiness of all .men. " Believe in UnipersaHsm^-thia is the 
Alpha and Omega of their faith."- Now this is not true. We 
think that a belief in our distinguishing doctrine is an essential 
part of perfect christian faith ; but we by no means un-chris- 
tianize a man because he does not believe it. A man may be a 
sincere disciple of Christ, and yet not understand and believe 
all bis teachings. It required a vision to open the eyes of the 
apostle Peter, and make him know that the gospel was to be 

10* 
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pfmAoA Co thtf Gwttilks. Umi h0 UAdtfntood UmI Qod k 
BO Mtftxciar q£ petsoiM. 

Butliowiil it wHb yowMdtff Is iidt ft Mill In •odteM 
ttlietyiftdlspeiMAbtof Ifali you sMert in stibifttA&es iigftia 
«b4 s^hv. tiMf ftplrtv of y«ar kag^tiage i«, Brieve m enileA 
flu'^ery— this is the ^/p&a afid Om^gd of «ll CTM r»H|pmi.^»« 
¥011 <6Mh in lio Mpbtgnmn tmns, tbftt 1vei« it not for this 
Mthf yon wwld flerre the devil ted take jovt fill of ftin* and 
dkat wtwnevev life gnvr ttdiotn among the pltfasUratf of tianft« 
fiws kwty you would cut yoflMelf loose and ladndi into - eter> 
ftltf ! Fran «»|}jk ''•aqpeflmnital godlineM/' good Lofd 

YdHf cltArtMh obj«Mioii is iiu^ the lame aa the praoediogf 
ftei ** UiliveiimlIsM it opposed bygeaucBeohnotians and oppo^ 
ad to tiieht* ' if UaltettaHtia wore trae christiaBity,it waidd be 
held in Miow*!^ by teal ehrtetians. 8iit it is not." Th^fv 
i* great modeety a» well a« grMt forae inthio olrjeetion. Toii 
fvst deny that he can be a diristiaa who believes in Uaiver« 
lallmi, imd then pfoi^ tnost oonehitivety, that Usifvrflftlisia 
eamot be tnie beoawse ehiistiafts do not bettwe it 1 The af** 
Ifanenc wotild httre a{^j«Medbe.tt«ir la the lips of the Pope, ia 
the begiAnfttg oT the Refbnnation^ tiMtn it does .now from tho 
pastor of the WlBet scteet ehu«>ch. Still, ** in the essentlai* 
of KHgfoft/' yoo tell us, ** all trhristianfl agree. Bat Vnlvef** 
aalists do not genetally, if at all, believe in the eesentiate of 
t^Hgiott.'' Indeed I Perhape I do not hnow what " the es« 
iemials of -treKgion'' an ; but I do know what Uaiversalists 
l^etreitilly bdiieve. Th^ beKeve in one God, the Creator, 
Preserver, and Governor of all things; in Jesi» Chtiat, the 
*< Son of God** and ** Savior of the world ;*' in tfaereMrrection 
ef the dead ; and in lile aad iaafrorthlity. These doctrines, 
tlierefora, make no part of Mr. Henfingtoa'e ^ osaentials of 
religion !'* Be it so { they do mikke a very impoxtaau part of 
ottrs t and we envy no nian his religion fttHn which these doo* 
triaes ave OMcluded, or in whMi dksy are not essential. 

Btit yoti are armed with other proof that ITniversaHem Is 
not trae ohrlstianity. " If they who believe it are trne chrt^* 
tfaDs, why are tiwy so ready to ]»ttblish, and even to niagfiify 
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the'faalu of professing christians? Why do they turn their 
hands against the righteous, and with an air of triumph exult 
when Zion mourns over the hackslidings of her people ?"•— 
These questions are full of power. They ohviously come from 
the bottom of your heart. The roeaningi however, is quite 
' plaih. Universalists cannot be christians because they eipose 
the damnable hypocrisy and iniquities that are exhibited un- 
der the broad mantle of modern orthodoxy* They venture to 
say that murder is murder, and adultery is adultery, and falser 
hood^ falsehood, ev^ though Committed by a& orthodox mln- 
- ister. And in short, that the doctrine of endless misery is not 
so restraining, and holy, and purifying a doctrine as its advot 
cates. pretend ! This is ** the head and front" of our offence. 
You know, moreover, that the catalogue of crimes perpetra« ' 
ted by those standing high in your own sect, is not small ; and 
benc^your anxiety, since you cannot frighten us into silence, 
to denounce us as enemies of religion ! You talk of our bein^ 
ready to publish the faults of professing christians, and of ouv 
turning our l»nds against the righteous. If calling things by 
their right names, and speaking of men according to theic 
true characters » if stripping the hypocrite of his. garb, and 
teaching men to distinguish between professing Christianity,. 
ftod practicing its precepts, are tokens of enmity to religion,. 
Universalists. are, I think, liable to the charge; and so wera 
our Savior and his apostles. Yet while we condemn the evil* 
doer, we pray, and pray in faith, that he may be saved from 
his 8ins« As ever, yours, 

Thomas J. Sawyer, 
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LETTER XXII. 

Dear Sir-^Yoar twelfth objection is pregented in these 
words—" Universalism oAen fataUy deceives the ignorant." 
*' They quote Scripture ; this passes with the ignorant for ar- 
gument. Are their quotations appropriate, and do they har- 
monize wkb the general tenure* of the Scriptures, are ques- 
tions which the intelligent may ask, but the ignorant seldom 
think thus far. /They take the simple fact for demonstration, 
instead of looking to the language and meaning of the passa- 
ges thus quoted, and upon the strength of it live and die with- 
out religion, and lo^e their souls forever* How awfully re- 
spon9ible and dreadfully to be deprecated must be the condi- 
tion of their teachers I" 

Your intimate acquaintance with Universalism, both as it is 
preached, and as it is met with in books, gives great weight 
to this objection. Besides, there is an assumed superiority 
of intelligence among the believers in endless misery which 
comes with overwhelming power from the learned writer of 
the lectures before me. And no man within the sphere of my 
limited acquaintance, knows better how to quote Scripture, 
and have it pass among the ignorant for argument, than your- 
self. Your lectures furnish most satisfactory evidence of this. 

But really, Mr. Remington, there is an effrontery in this 
objection that is intolerable. If you knew a tithe as much of 
the cdntroversy between Universalists and their opposers for 
the last fifty years, as you ought • to have known before ^ou 
commenced your labors in this field, you would have been 
aware that however liable to this objection Universalists may 
be, their opposers are still ten-fold more so. What, indeed, 
have been most of the labors of the latter, &ut a continued re- 
petition, and frequently^ without an attempt at scholar-like 



*■ Perhaps the erudite author meant tenor. 
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exegesis, of the ordinary round of the proof-texts of that fa- 
vorite dogma, endless misery ? " The wicted shall be turned 
into hell'*—*' shall go away into everlasting punis]jment" — 
" except ye repent ye shall all likewise perish," &c. &c.,have 
been repeated again and again and again, till a tolerably well 
read Universalist is as familiar with all the passages of Scrip- 
tare ever marshaled against him, as a school-boy is with his 
table of multiplication. We, on the contrary, have asked what 
do these passages teach 1 We have challenged our opposers 
to an examination of them. We have explained them our- 
selves, and in most cases, backed our interpretations by the 
concessions and expositions of learned -and respectable ortho- 
dox conrrmentators. We have called upon the advocates of 
endless misery to come forth and show, if they can, that our 
views of these passages are false : and what is the reply 1 If 
a champion of that doctrine heeds our summons, we are 
doomed to hear the same passages repeated once more, in the 
same way. 'Hammond and Whitby and Clarke and others, 
are treated with contempt, while the ignorant are left to be- 
lieve that they cannot misunderstand language so plain as 
these pA>of-text8 of ceaseless torments. It is thus final appeal 
is made, on a subject so important, to the prejudices of the 
anleamed, instead of meekly and patiently " looking to the 
language and meaning of the passages thus quoted." 

I now oome to your last objection ; and as it is last, so is it 
the most absurd. " Universalism," you say, " often fails in 
the hour of danger and death. Its promises are not to be re- 
lied upon. They have often been broken. It is a treacherous 
system. I would not trust it for worlds," &c. &c. What 
you mean is rendered plain by the contrast which you after- 
wards exhibit between Universalism and " true religion," i. e. 
modem orthodoxy which " never fails." Now it is quite pos- 
sible you meant to state the truth here, though I, confess *I 
have some doubts. For in the first place, it is a most noto- 
rious fact, which impudence itself dare not deny, that ortho- 
doxy does often and most egregionsly fail its votaries when 
they come to die. It is a system replete with terrors. In 
all that is peculiar to it, I challenge the world to find a parti. 
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cle that can tustain aoy soul in life, or comfort and cbeer it in 
the hour of death. In the second place, the instances in which 
Universalism fails its believers are exceedingly rare. Of those 
reported and believed in the orthodox worlds not one in fifty 
is susceptible of any proof. Many of them are sheer false- 
hoods, set afloat for party purposes, by those who think it 
right to lie for the truth. A large share are the cases of or^ 
tbodox hypocriteis, who confessed that they never believed 
Universalism, but had been trying to do so ; While a few in- 
stances, perhaps, have occurred where sincere Universaltsts, 
when enfeebled by disease and unsustained by the prayers and 
conversation of persons of kindred faith, have been left vic- 
tims to the arts of such spiritual " comforters" as yourself, and 
driven to despair. During the last eight or ten years, it has 
been my fortune to see many Universalists on the sick and 
death bed, under alipost every diversity of disease and of 
worldly circumstances ; and never yet have I seen one whose 
faith failed him. On this subject I cannot be instructed by 
yon or any other orthodox minister. What I have seen I have 
seen. 

Universalism embraces every thing which belongs to ortho- 
doxy that can in any degree support oro in the hour of dan- 
ger and of death. And it superadds to this, much that is pe- 
culiar to itself and full of comfort and good hope. It opens 
fountains of consolation to the dying and the mourner, of which 
the opposing creed does and can know nothing. 

That many christians, who embrace the popular creed, live 
,and die happily, is undoubtedly true ; and devoutly 'ought we 
to thank God for it. But it is quite worthy of remark, that it 
is not the dogma of endless misery, or any thing connected 
with It, that enables them to do so. The great mass of chris- 
tians of all sects, even of the strictest, are blessed with a most 
comfortable scepticism relative to the doctrine of endless rais- 
ed. They think of it, and fear it, both for themselves, and 
their friends and neighbois, much less than a careless observer 
might suppose. Much is said about it in the pulpit, it is true. 
But how is it said, and hbw isit heard 7 Tou know full well ; 
and others may if they will but observe. Occasionally a storm 
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is raised under the name of a revival of religion, and some are 
led to think that the preachers themselves are beginning to 
believe what they, preach. There is a great show of zeal ; and 
mighty effects follow. After a time, the storm subsides : 
a few have been converted ; one or two probably sent to the 
Lunatic Asylum ; three-fourths of the converts backslide, and 
the rest are Cbund no better than they were before ; the preach- 
ers resume their former tone, and talk of hell, and endless 
torments, with as much coolness as a farmer would speak of 
the loss of a potato crop, or the burning of a hay-stack or a 
stable ; and thus goes the great indUpemallle to all '* true re- 
ligion." It is a solemn mockery ! 

Who ever knew a christian to speak with pleasure upon the 
Subject of everlasting misery on the bed of death T His mind, 
thank God, dwells on other and better themes. His eye is 
fixed on heaven, and his heart swells with the love of God. 
The grace of God, and the mercy of God, through Christ Je- 
sus, are his song, and his meditation. And here, too, rests 
the Universalist, under the shadow of the same wing, and on 
the same *' everlasting arms ;" but to his favored soul they, 
are' still broader and more secure, for they ettabrace and shield 
the whole world ; and he is able to say here what he expects 
to'sing hereafter with the ransomed universe, '* O death, where 
as thy sting ? O grave, where is thy victory?" ^ 

I admire one of your concluding remarks. I doubt not it 
came from the heart, and is in feict the real foundation of half 
the orthodoxy in the land. " The true christian [i. e. the be- 
liever in en^dless misery J is *a/c, even if Universalism be true ; 
but the Universalist is lott forever if his doctrine be /a/#c." 
This is not quite as clear as demonstration. Indeed, X see no 
reason why a Universalist must be lost forever, even if Uni- 
versalism is not true. But I will not now stop t6 dispute the 
point. I only wished to isay that in the quotation Just made 
from you, we recognize the " ruling principle" of the orthodox 
world. The great question is not,, what is ^rtie, but what is 
$afe ; not what has God revealed, but what is it good policy 
to believe. The practical inference is. Let us believe in end- 
less misery ; and if after all, Universalism should prove true,4 
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we shall be saved even as others ! Ferhaps* I am altogether 
in the wrong, but X cannot avoid the conviction that God 
has made it our duty to seek for truth, and to know hhd 
walk in it. And the way of truth is the only path of safety. 
The orthodox world has merely reversed the order established 
by God, and is looking primarily for safety, which it hopes to 
secure by its own good policy ; while tbuth is left as a matter 
of comparative insignificance. " But wisdom is justified of 
all her children." 

I have now finished my task. Whether it has been well or 
ill done, I leave my readers to decidob I have devoted mora 
time and attention to the review of these lectures than I bad 
intended, and far more than they deserve. For none know so 
well as Mr. Aemington and myself, what a strange medley, 
what a collection of scraps and fragments these lectures are ! 
It may seem to some, perhaps, that I have been severe, yet I 
am confident that those who know the circumstances of the 
case, will not thus judge me. The provocation has-been great. 
When ignorance puts on the garb of learning, and truth is 
sacrificed to an overweening love of mastery ; when all the 
christian graces are forgotten in the indulgence of malicious 
and unsparing abuse ; and pretensions of uncommon piety and 
experimental godliness are set up for the purpose of giving 
point and edge to the foulest slander, I deem it time for some 
one to administer the much needed reproof: and Mr. Rem* 
ington may congratulate himself that he has fallen into so 
gentle hands as mine. Throughout these letters I have en- 
deavored to keep in mind the great truth that mercy is better 
than sacrifice. 

And now, sir, may God of his infinite goodness bless you, 
by giving you a higher love and a fuller view of the truth as it 
is in Jesus, and finally bring you, with the whole human fam- 
ily, to enjoy and praise Hina forever. 

I am your friend and well wisher in the gospel. ^ 

Thomas J. Sawtxb. 
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and may we come to the investigation of the subject be- 
fore us with that spirit of candor and pray erfulness which 
its importance obviously demands, and which God is 
generally pleased to guide and bless. Let us lay aside 
our prejudices, and going with becoming docility to the 
oracles of God, let us endeavour dispassionately to ex- 
amine, and frankly to receive what they teach. 

The wages of sin la death. 

There is no reason to doubt that by death the Aposr 
tle here expresses the penalty of sin. In doing so he 
speaks m accordance with the established custom of the 
sacred writers. God was pleased to attach to his first 
prohibitory command the penaltv of death. When he 
had placed man in the garden, he said tp him, Gen. iL 
17. " Of every tree in the garden thou mayest freely eat ; 
but of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, thpu 
shalt not eat of it ; for in the day thou eatest thereof .thou 
shalt surely die." One of the prophets also says, " the 
soul that smnethjit shall die." £zek«xviu. 3. It is in 
obvious conformity to this mode of expression that the 
Apostle speaks in our text. But since there is more than 
one kind of death mentioned in the Scriptures, the word 
is ambiguous, and it therefore becomes necessary for us 
to determine its meaning in the various places where it 
occurs, either- from the connexion in which it stands, or 
by- an appeal to other, and more definite passages of tha 
divine word. 

I have said that there is more than one kind of death, 
spoken of in the scriptures. Christians generally believe 
in three. The^r*^ is called natural or temporal death, 
by which is meant the cessation of animal life, or the 
dissolution of the soul and body. The second is called 
morai or spiritiuil death, and is defined to be a depriva- 
tion of spiritual life, or a state of ignorance, insensibility 
and disobedience to the divine commands, in which an 
individual, though living a natural life, is still ^^ dead in 
trespasses and sins." The third and last kind is gene- 
rally called eternal death. This, according to Christ- 
ian Stock, a celebrated German divine of the last cen* 
tury is " the deprivation of eternal life, which was lost 
by Adam, and regained by the sufieriners and death of 



Jesus Christ." Lactantius says tbat eternal death is 
the feeling of everlastinjo^ pain, or the suffering.of eternal 
torments.* But perh^s it will be sufficient to say that 
in the common acceptation of the phrase, it means sim- 
ply endless misery in heU. 

It was before oi)seryed that deaik is used by the sa- 
cred penmen to express the penalty of the divme law. 
Prof. Stuart in his Commentary on Romans, under ch. 
V. verse 12, after speaking of the extent of meaning in 
which the word death is used in th^ scriptures, says, 
'' that the vsus loquendiy^ then 'permits de4.th to be 
construed as designating the penalty of sin, yea the 
whole penalty, there can be no good ground or doubt. 
The only question now is, whemer death is employed 
in this sense in the. passage before us ? The antithesis 
in verses 15, 17, 21, and vi. 23, as produced above, would 
^ seem to go far toward a final settlement of this question. 
Indeed, there is no philological escape from the conclu- 
sion that death in the sense of penalty for sin, must be 
regarded as .the meaning of the writer here."j: , So also 
Mr, Barnes speaks of death in our text, as expressing 
" the proper reward^f sin," what the sinner " deserves," 
and "just what was threatened.^' That is, it includes 
in its meaning the penalty of sin, and as Prof. Stuart 
says, " the whole penalty." In the same manner Prof. 
Hodge on Romans v. 12, says " The death here spoken 
of is not mere natural death, but the penalty of the law, 
or the evils threatened as the punishment of sin." 

This being conceded on all sides, it will be observed 
that the whole controversy between Universalists and 

f Institut. divin. lib. ii. c. 13. Gregory is rather paradoxical 
in his definition of eternal death, for he says, Moral, ub. vi. c. 39, 
" it is death without death, because the sufferer dies and yet does 
- not die.'' Bernard is still worse. '<It is," says he, Meditat de- 
YOtiss. c. 3, " a mortal life and an immortal death, a death of the 
life and of the soul ; when one so dies that he lives forever, and 
flo lives that he dies forever." 

t By the usw loquendi is meant, the sense which usage at- 
taches to the words in any language. 

t What ia here said, applies with equal force to onr text, which 
Ptof. Stuart regards as a parallel passage. 
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Lfanteiuit if yktmXkf feAioed lo tiiissinpleqiisstion, 
W^t is Ike TOpying #f ibs wosi dea$h in the passage 
iHiier tonaidenAm aad it» kt^dred passages ? Does it, 
at doei isnot ieaole ^^ArtudAetktkV If it4oes, then 
the popular doctrine of endless misery may* be true. 
If it doesflot, teft that doctrine tsu^^^t be a doctriae of 
ReTelatioii, and is estthed to no credit whatever. 

• tt is not tingofctT, Iben, that gneat eiEbrts should be 
made to affix the meaning of eternal death to the word 
as it occiH« in our text, which to say the least, affords 
as fair an opportuni^ for introducing such a definition. 
as is to be round in the word of Grod. If it cannot be 
sustained here, it cannot, I beUere^ be sustained in any 
other passage of the Bible. Hence it follows that if 
our text is given up by the advocates of ^dless misery, 
that ^riing tenet must he abandoned, miless indeed 
some other passage mote favorable to the purpose, and 
hitherto unnoticed, should be discovered. In the exam- 
inatiott of the subject, however^ which I now propose, I 
shall endeavour to bring into view the principal texts 
<^ Scrijylttie ttpaa. whkh reliance is phu^ by the be- 
lievers in the doetrine of eternal death. 

Let us now proceed to inquire. What is the meaning 
of the word death in our text ? In opposition, to the 
views of the noajotitf of Christians in this community, 
I shall first endeavour to prove that ii is not " eternal 
death f* afterwards it wiM be my ol^ct to show what 
the true scriptural meaning of the word is. 

I. The wages of soa is not eternal-death. This I think 
will appear from the oonsidert^tion of the several reason^ 
assigned in support of that opinion. The chief argu- 
ment in favor of the popular exposition of the passage, 
is drawn from the circumstance that deaJh is contrasted 

* I say> may be tme i perhaps I should say must be tme^ and 
not in. one case, or a thousand, or a R^Ukw, bat in alL But it 
the prevailing opinion conoenung means being provided by which 
Qod can clear the goilty, and crown witb eternal fifb those who 
dB8ef¥8«teraal deum, be adopted} ^ea mjr expression is proper ; 
because the desert of endless miaerv foriUBhes no proof that it 
ipnll be suffered. And if justice, can be. set aside in one case, why 
may it not in every case 7 So that whAb ali men doserve en^ 
less misery, no one^ perhaps, shall mxSn it 



with eternal life. This confv»tt otetnkt sohalttBce 
two or three times in the eonitexioa^aBd riaoiB Ihepsr* 
allel pftssagesk In ehap. V. Terse 1§^ "death'' steads 
opposed to *<the grtioe of God and the gift by grace." 
In verse 17, it stands opposed to " abnnoBince of grace, 
and of the gift of righteousness.^ And in Tesse dl, a» 
well as in oar text said the two pi^eedinc vecses, il 
stands opposed to <^ everlasting'' or '^ etcmai li&.'" On 
this circumstance great stress is laid. The' Her. Mr. 
Barnes in his Notes- on Romans, speaking on tile phras# 
"everlasting life," (chap. vi. v^se 22,> sayd, "Thie 
stands in con^asc mtH the word decUhy and shows its 
meaning. Onei$ jmt a» kfftgin duroHon^isihe other; 
if one is limited t»e other is. if those vho obeyt shall 
he blessed with life forever, those who (2ise^e§f( will be 
enrsed with death forever. fUertt was tfaeie aii aiitith^ 
esis more manifest and more clear. Aad there could 
not be a stronger pvoof that the wotd death in verse 21. 
refers nottotemporaideai&yfcuttoetianiait punidliment." 
Again, on Odr text, he si^4 ^ eternal life is- oppesed to 
death : and proves incontestablf tiukt that means eternal 
death." Professor Stuart tak&B the same groend and 
rests his interpretation of the piassage solely on this 
contrast. 

A earefttl examination of tto scdigeety will show, it is 
believed, that tiie cdnMence reposed'upon this eifeiUB»- 
stanee is efther Wholly misplaced, or in a gfslal measure 
ttndieserved. Thegrounidt seeras^tO' nie dtogeldiei? too 
tiiist^le to reair a- doofirine wpca civMx magiii^Ade and 
of !^ch men^entous conseKiuenees te te hmgaan r«ee, aa 
that of endless mkery. Ave we not justified in eiq^ee^ 
log some dearer MVekHdon of thitf hondhle ddom tjum it 
1o foe found In lhe[ passaige befcxce as3 

It is undoubtedly the nature of antithesis to present 
two olyects or ideas which are opposed to each other» in 
eoBtrest, ths^ Ih^ q^^ition may* hemore striking, an^ 
^mt the generai eflfoctmay be gwatly heightened* It m 
S(hso ttrie, that when we comfpi^hena c^ of tkeideai it 
enables us easily to understand the oAer whi)i5hii9 op- 
posed to it, at least in the point or points Whereitt m 
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opposidon eonsiBts.* Bat it should nerer be forgotten 
that there may be, and very often is, an opposition be- 
tween two objects or ideas in one respect, that is, in 
one point of riew, and yet not in all respects. It is 
the neglect of this obyious and certainlv important con- 
sideration, which has, I conceive, involved the authors 
just now referred to, in a most appalling error. They 
assame that since death is contrasted with eternal lifcj 
it must therefore mean eternal deaih, " One is just as 
long in duration," says* Mr. Barnes, '^ as the other, and 
if one is limited the other. is." 

Let as for a moment adopt this principle of interpr&- 
tation and^ explain in strict accordance with it the very 
passage under consideration. ''The wages of sin is 
death ; bat the gift of Grod is eternal life through Jesus 
Christ oar Lojd." Here it will be perceived are three 
pairs ot antithetic terms. 1. Wages is contrasted with 
gift. 2. Sin is contrasted with Gk>d. 3. Death is con-r 
trasted with eternal life. In the last case Mr. Barnes 
says that '' eternal life stands in contrast with death, 
and shows its meaning — it is opposed to death ana 
proves incontestably that that means etemtd death — 
there could not be a stronger proof that the word death 
refers not to temporal death, but to eternal punishment.'' 
Let as apply this reasoning to the other antithetical 
terms which are before us. Sin, it may observed, is 
'* here spoken of as a person,"! as a tyrannical king, or 
eruel master, and is contrasted with Gbd, the supreme 
and grafious Ruler of the universe. Now since God 
stands opposed to sin we are enabled to determine its 
meaning. One is just as long in duration and jjust as 
great as the other. But since we know Grod is iiifinite 
and eternal, this manifest antithesis proves incontesta- 

* " When ideal are repugnant to'each other, ijf you understand 
one, of course you understand the other which is the opposites 
(forwhat one asaerta the other denies ;) so in antithetic lan^joafle 
«/llfther the subject or the predicate of a sentence, the role is ob- 
vious that the interpretation olf one must be directed by that ou 
the other."--5!Juarf * Emeatu 

t Looks on Romans, vi. II. 



()y that sifi k s6 likewise. I^i^f e 66^i aot be a sirbhg- 
ei'jproofbf the fact. 

This, it must be confessed, is rather a stiartllng cen- 
ciusioti, but lhop6 odr interpreters c^ aatithesis will not 
c*omp]ain. We have now pfoted not otily^ that deat]bi 
ineand eterh&l de^th. bat also that $in is equal to tj^od, . 
eftual i4 ete\*nity and poWer.* 

But We hate hot yet done. t)ur text furnishes us with 
dther marvel*. The gift of God k must he remember- 
ed is contrasted with the wages of sin, and manifestly 
sliows its meaning* It is as clear as sunlight that Crod 
has given to tnan nothing more, only it is of an oj^osite 
(Character, than man has himself earned of sin. Man 
has merited endless and unspeakable misei^; Godgires 
him endless and unspeakable happiness. Whether this 
doctrine is calculated to ma^nif^ the grace of God I 
shall leave others to determine for theniselves.. It cer- 
tainly exalts sufliciently the human powers to work 
evil, though it represents' them as feeble to do good. 
But the grac% of God through Jesus Christ is barely 
equal to reverse the mischief whi6h man had done him- 
self. AH this we learn from this method of interpreting 
contrasts. And I hope my readers are satis^ed, that if 
the principle in question can be applied in one of these 
cases,' it may, or rather, it must, in all. If death must 
denote eternal death because it is contrasteil with eter- 
nal life, sin must mean something that is infinite and 
eternal because contrasted with tihe eternal and infinite 
God, and the wa^es of sin must in all respects be equal 
to the gift of God through Jesus Christ, because it is 
contrsi&ted with it. .. . .^ 

Perhaps a little more discrimination in explaining; 
scripture Would have saVed the world some errors, and 
tenaed not only to the advsincement of knowledge, but 
also of happiness. In the first antithesis which occurs 
here, Vfdges is opposed to g0. Wages is the just re- 
-WWtdj dr stipulated conapensation for services rendered. 

# ^deitH is (tflemul, i^Ht ^f^eh ii M ^iicb^ttLVit^ aiid t^g 
ot d#ath, ni«iit b&so laumnse^ Atid if popiUar thtology \m thi^ 
Bin ba8 a fiiir prospect of dividii^ ^th God the eflK»ro M tte 
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Gift, on the contrary, is something unmerited^ « hoon 
6f unpurchased favor. Thes6 two words are therefore 
beautifully contrasted here. 

But he who should attempt to prove from this contrast,' 
that the gift of God is to be measured by the wages oj 
sin, or that they are precisely equal to each other, obvi- 
ously undertakes, a hopeless task, and one, too, which 
should he succeed, would sink the power of the Al- 
mighty to do good to the level of human powers to do 
evil, or what is equally derogatory to the divine charac- 
ter, it would exalt man to an infinity which God exclu- 
sively claims. So In the second antithesis, sin is con- 
trasted with ijfod. The opposition lies in this, that sin 
is in its nature and influence unfriendly to the interests 
and happiness of man, while God is at once man's 
Father and best friend. God is holy : sin is the re- 
verse. Grod is good and perfectly good, sin is evil and 
evil only. Here the contrast ends, and to suppose 
that because sin is opposed here to God it must there- 
fore be equal to Him, in all respects, would appear little 
short of insanity. Again : in the last antithesis death 
is jopposed to eternal life, but the contrast here exists 
in the opposite natures of death and life, while the 
qualifying Vord eternal is introduced in connexion 
with the Tatter to show that "the gift of God" surpasses 
indefinitely, perhaps I should say infinitely, "the wages 
of sin." 

It appears to me that the Apostle studied to express 
himself in 'this strongly antithetical passage in such 
a way that he could not easily be misunderstood. For . 
this purpose ail the terms in the first member of the 
sentence are taken in an obviously lower sense than 
those of the second 5 so that while m one point of view 
there is a striking antithesis, we see its efiect greatly 
heightened by the almost infinite disparity which exists 
between the ideas _of which it is composed. The ob- 
jects contrasted are indeed opposite in their nature, but 
oy no means equal in their extent or magnitude. On 
the one side stand ain^ wages, death ; on the oUief, 
God, gift,* eternal life. To petend that these terms 

■* f^usiwt* or 08 Dr. Macknight rend^ it "fracioiu gift**^ 
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ancorfespbndii^lir equal is mote ttian I am willing to 
tfaink any unprejudiced miiid can do^ Indeed the judg^ 
ment must be sadly biased by a creed before such an 
idea eould be for a moment indulged. And yet all this 
must be pretei^ded and believed, or else this passage . 
must be given up as furnishing no proof of the doctrine 
of endless misery. 

If I have now succeeded in showing that death docs 
not necessarily denote " eternal death" because it is in 
a few instances contrasted with " eternal life," I have . 
accomplished all that I desired and all that is requir- 
ed. For J! may repeat that it is on the interpretation of ' 
this antithesis that the popular doctrine of eternal death 
is left ultimately to rest. If this fail, a^ I think I have 
shown it must, that doctrine must fall to the ground* 
But whatever may haye been my success, I may with 
the best reason anirm that the confidence, which seems 
to be reposed on tnis circumstance of contrast, is undue 
and even extravagant. Are we indeed required to be- 
lieve the horrible doffma of eternal death or endless 
misery upon so slight pounds as that which I have 
been examining ? Can iX be possible that our heavenly 
Father when he condescended to make us a revelation 
of his will, left us to infer our imminent danger of suf- 
fering unspeakable and never-ending torments in hell- 
fire, from an antithesis like this 1 The thought is aw- 
ful, and I cannot but regard it as a reflection upon the 
divine character too blasphemous in its nature to be in- 
nocently indulged. Who, I ask, that had no system to 
support, would ever find the doctrine of endless misery 
ia our text ? And who that had better proof of that 
doctrine at haijd, would ever assert that the antithesis in 
the text proves incontestably that death here means eter- 
nal death ? The very efforts that are made to force this 
passage into the support of endless misery, is an invin- 
cible argument against the doctrine. For had it been 
clearly revealed, as such a doctrine certainly would 
have been had it been true, its advocates . would not 
have been driven to tiie miserable attempt, the forlorn, 
hope, of defending it here. That cause must be des- 
perate indeed, which leaves its friends no better proa- 



13 

peetf of ffMoetsk lliam tins text afodt diB betiert 
era m intermfaMiDle metche^ess. ^'la the things 
iriueh eoncem ow eternftl salTation,'' says Dr. Claike,* 
^^we need the mo%i poinled and txpre^ emdence, on 
whkh to establish t&e fakh of our soiils.'^ A^d torelT 
if there is a doetriae of reirelation which demands snch 
evidence, it must be the one under consideration, fiut 
does GQi text, or any odkei text in the oracles of God, 
famish os with ** the most poifUed and exjfress evi^ 
denee^^ that the Rol^ of the universe threatens the hu- 
man race with eternal death or excess ncHsery ? Who 
has the hardihood to {»etend it? <»r rather I snould say 
who has th^ ability to prove it? Let him answer who 
can. I fearlessly assert that such a threatening is not to 
be found in the volume of the Holy Sciiptnres, and I 
would challenge the world to the proof. 
^ ' I might here dismiss this part ot my subject and leave 
my readers to form their own conclusions; but we 
sometimes see am appeal made to other passages of 
scripture in which the word death occurs, in order to 
support the popular interpretation of our text. It may 
therefore be proper to consider one or two of them and 
ascertain whether they give any countenance to the 
doctrine of eternal deam. 

The first passage to which I shall invite your atten- 
tion, is found in Eaekiel xviii. 31. " Cast away from 
you all your transgressions, whereby ye have trans- 
eressed, and make you a new heart and a' new spirit; 
for why will ye die, O house of Israel." Is it pretend* 
ed that the question h€»e really is, why will ye die an 
eternal deatb ? In this way many commeataiors ex- 




die? Dnsl What is ttis? •A separation /rom God 
and the glory of his power ferever ! Die, — forfeiting^ 
all the purposes f(x which your immortal souls were 
jmade. Die. to know what the itorm is that never di^ 
£th / and wlmt that fire is that is never quench^ ?** 

* Note «ft Bf «tt v^ 3f« 



It is wortliy c£ i^aaaik Jierte that tkda paussftge say* 
nothing of eternal death, and if itmeanfi tiiat, that mean" 
ing^ must be infencvd ; and it must be obvious to e^retf 
mmd that an ihferencf mUst be prated before it is enti* 
tied to beliefl It would not, tnerefore^ have been k 
t^ork of supererogation, in Dr. Clarke, and 1 mar iti^ 
elude many others with him, to faaye offered at least 
one reason for the lusthess of his yiew of the subject. 
But what Dr. Clarke neglected to do, I have seeh un- 
dertaken by other hands, not less competent perhaps iot 
this task tbaa his. Mdeed in a work of mere €usertumf 
learning and talentis are by Ho means aa indispensable 
requisite. 

It has been said that the prophet must have spoken 
of eternal de^tk in the passage before us, because he 
eould not have used these wwds in reference to either 
temporcU or spiritual death. He could not have spoken 
of spiritual aeath^ because the Jews whom he address^ 
ed were already dead in trespasses and sin, that is they 
were already spiritually dead. To ask them why they 
would die such a death, would have been ^ nonsense !" 
Ax^ain, it could not have been temjioral death, because 
all men, good and bad, must die in this sense, nor can 
any hope by repentance or fighteousness to escape it 
To ask the Jews why they would die si natural or tem^ 
poral death would hav6(^ been absurd ! Therefore it 
must have been eternal death. Why will ye die — ^why 
will ye niB an btbrkal- dbath ? Or as Dr. Clarke ssys^ 
" why will ye go to hellP^ 

Let us examine this reasoning*. Where thein is the 
Absurdity in supposing tiie prophet to speak of spiritual 
death 7 Spiritual death, like sin, is capable of beii^ 
indefinitely increased, in ptopottioii as the individual is 
more and more estranged from Qod and the life that he 
requires^ We have na reason to sappote thiit this ey^ 
trangement \ras total in the Jews whom the |»opiket 
here addressed, even if it were allowed to be so in any 
man whatever in the present state. If thefi ^ey wei» 
capable of sinning farther^ thef were Us^le to fcfirthei 
ipiritual death ', and there was no impropriety in call-^ 
&g to them, "why will ye die ;'^ wh?)r wm yw coiitin(» 
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«e in your {ffesent state of death and be constantlyr ag- 
gravatuig voar gailt and your misery? Bnt again; 
where is tne absurdity ii^ supposing the prophet to 
speak here of temporal death ? Trae, all men must die 
^is death. What then, is it never threatened as a pun- 
ishment for yiolating laws both human and divine? 
Who can be so ignorant as not to know that under per- 
haps every government on the globe, temporal death is 
regarded as the severest punishment which can be in- 
flicted : and this, too, while every human being is well 
aware that he must die. Would it be " nonsense" then 
should we see a man about to commit murder or any 
other crime, the penalty of which is temporal death, to cry 
out to him. why will you die ? And what should we 
think of that professed minister of the gospel, who 
should exclaim in our ears, "Nonsense, nonsense, do 
you not know that all men must die 1" Yet this would 
be no more ridiculous or absurd than* the reasoning 
which we are now examining. To say that the proph- 
et could not have used these words in reference to tem- 
poral death because all men are mortal, is plainlj to 
contradict not only the common sense, but the umver- 
sal practice of mankind, and to charge Grod, moreover^ 
witn folly, who ordained that many classes of trans- 
gressors under the Mosaic religion, should suffer this 
punishment A premature, violent and ignominious 
death inflicted for crime, has always been regarded both 
by God and man, as the greatest punishment that mor- 
tals can suffer; and there is therefore no reason in the 
world why the prophet could not and did not here speak 
of temporal death. And until some reason of this Kind 
can be advanced, it is wholly a gratuitous assumption 
that would interpret his language to mean eternal death. 
By examining the whole chapter from which this pas- 
sage is selected, it will be seen that the prophet b dis- 
coursing exclusively upon things pertaining to this world 
and that no allusion is made to the future. It seems 
that the Jews then in captivity at Babylon complained 
that they were made to suffer the punishment of their 
fkthers' sins. " The fathers,'' said they, " have eaten 
■our grapes, and the children's teeth «cre set on edge.'* 
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' To this complaint it was replied that there should be no 
more occasion for this proverb in Israel. " Behold," 
said Grod. " all souls* are mine 5 as the soul of the father, 
so also tne soul of the son is mine ; the soul that sin- 
neth it shall die." What death was here spoken of will 
•perhaps be evident by considering the 13th verse ; "he 
shall not live ; he hath done all these abominations : he 
shall surely die, his blood shall be upon himP Jle shall 
die, " that is," says Grotius, " he shall die a premature 
death," or as Menochius explains it, " he snail suflfer 
death as the punishment of his sins." 

The whole chapter does not furnish, a particle of 
proof that the prophet here alluded in the remotest man- 
ner to eternal death.f Besides^ the remark might be 
worthy of the attention of Limitarians generally, that 
neither Moses nor the prophets were so familiar with 
the idea of eternal death, as clergymen, the least inform- 
ed, now seem to be. Indeed it has neen asserted by 
learned and orthodox men that the law of Moses nevet 
appeals for motives to the future world. Dr. Jahn| says, 
" We have not authority decidedly to say that any other 
motives were held out to the ancient Heorews to pursue 
the good and to avoid the evil, than those which wer^ 
derived from the rewards and punishments of this life." 

With what show of reason then, is it pretended that 
the prophet here spoke of endless misery ? Who will 

* Let not the unlearned reader be misled by the use of the 
word wul here. *' A very slight iiuspeotion of the original scrip- 
tures," says Prof. Bush, Treat, on Millenn. ]^. 185, "will evince that 
the sense ordiaarily affixed to the English word soul, implying a 
disembodied immaterial spirit, by no means answers to the pre- 
dominant import of either the Hebrew nephasfii or the Greek 
psudie. In the usage of the sacred writers its leadiag sense is 
that of peraons." The passage before us then taiight be read* 
" all pcroont, aXimen are mine, as the Father so also the Son. 

t Grotius says, '' the time of die cospel being now approadi- 
ing, God wished his justi^ to appear more exact^ and tneiMfom 
would destroy all the wicked with famine^ pestilence and the 
sword, cause those less evil to die in captivity, and restore the 
i*ig[hteou8, made free, to their native land." Such seems to be 
this author's view of this chapter. 

t Biblical Archaeology IB14. 
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ati^j^m]^ tp Kore^ tb^ Sa^kiel (^y^i mexfA ^ wQidi miqr 

tbi^t fee haa eyer tewd n noxd, of »uci pmwfito^iit? JSo 
Ipi^qu^li^A for tii,e task will be likeily ta undenakeil. 

AuQther p^s$age ^pe^led to fQ» tl^)? swae purp^^e^^is 
ttii^ ^oe jusi QQW cQosidered, iii! found isji R9v..?[«. U» 
'' Aad deatb cMid h^U were ca^t intQ tbue. lake of ^«. 
Tf hi^ is Tm: guBcoiiD d^th." It ijwgH seeip, that a. phrase 
^o dp^h^wxxis a^ thi3, a«4 ocoMrriag iQ a Istook safigura- 
tiye wd phsqut^ei as w ApQcaiypsiie,^ DWgfet be exempted 
from, ^eIlderi^|^ seifiee toith^ cause of endless mi£6rvi 
Not so however. TUs pbrase is regai^dc^ as o(ie of the 
^i^i^f siwports of tbat popular dogma. Tbat it means 
" eternal deatL" co^mientators anid diviij^s hay ^ asHUOV 
^d and asserted time out of ipind^ and it; seems to .be 
tbought advisable ii,ev^r to c^U that int^vpretatie^n W 
qt^estion. Iiei^<^e Mattbew Ueary says, " it; is ^ deatb 
of the soul, et^m^ separation firoxa Ood," I>r. Claxkf 
tell^ us that '^ by second death soul and body are di^sUoyr 
i^d through eternity." Dr* l^loomfield says; ^4t is, th^ 
dmnnation of Gek^nna, hell, properly so called." And 
even Prof. Siuart s^em^ to. acquiesce ul thi^ iiUerprela* 
^ tion, of tbe phrase* 

Wojold ij^ not be wel^ for som^ one. compe^tei^t to thQ 
task, serio^^ly to undjeirtajke to prove what has been SQ 
lon^ and so gqn^rajly as^^mea '^ I31 it wH. tune that some 
effort shoula be zaad.e to pU<)e the common Interpretao 
tion of this phrase on a more substantial basis than it 
kas hith^to oeeupidd 1 But vheie is the man who will 
emiQe ia this impoFtaii.t work ? Ih^t it will be long; 
Wore we shall see him* 

It baa been, and may welt be, doubted whether aoy 
piE^rt of ti^e Apocalypse relates tO; the> ^ttrre-and eternal 
woiddv Wetsteili and Herdor appear to have vegardvdl 
tlie book of Revelation a^^ reltiting particularly to the; 
destruction of Jerysalem, the fate of Judaism connected 
tkeiewitii, and the aseenoaney of Chnstiluiity. Bossuet. 
as^ Calmed thibk it exten^ds to the coo(](uest of Romis. 
by AJaric, king of the Goths^ Grotius. regards the; first 
pairt a^ relaiiins to th^ aAiik& of tk€t> Jewis^ fre» the; 
twelfth to the end of the tweqtietk ehaptew to^ tiie R(^ 
maos, and the remainder of the!bo«k.|Q.t]ii^ 9<^Mtf9g 
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$M^ of th9 Ohristiaa ekirck. Hezfen^bneider has 
^owa th«t the mystical cities Sodoiaaad Babylon, de- 
note Jerugatem and Rome, tlie fortunes of whicn coiisti* 
tote the greater portion of the Apocalypse and that they 
ara only symbols of two religions^ Judaism and heathen- 
ism, the downfall of which are predicted ', while the 
l^irtl icity, the new Jerusalem, which appears at the 
close of the book, dehotes the reign of the blessed. Hug, 
to whose Introduction I am indebted for these facts, 
adopts materially the views of Herrenschneider, but 
i^hows very conclusively that the new Jerusalem denotes 
not the kingdom of the blessed after this life, but Chris- 
tianitv here in this world. " It was only as a religion," 
^ays ne, " that it could descend to earth to supply the 
^lace of the two religions which were to be destroyed.'' 
^^ It is no objection to this opinion," he adds, " that 
the graves are first opened and the dead restored to life. 
The resurrection of the dead which is here mentioned 
is only one of tjiose strong, terrifick images sometimes 
em{>loyed by the prophets to denote a tcial change of 
afiairs, the revival of national prosperity and of the reli- 
gious constitution of the Jews* Ez. x:scxvii ; Isa. xxxvi. 19. 
" And as to the circumstance that a day of judgment 
is connected therewith, we know that this too, was 
made use of figuratively by the prophets, to denote the 
execution of punishment upon those who oppressed and 
ill treated the people of God, or to express God's pur- 
pose of bringing about a new epoch of glory for his re- 
ligion and people." Joel ill. 2, seq. Zeph. iii. 6, seq. 
See also Dan. vii. 9, 11. . 

If this view of the Apocalypse be correct, and it iaC 
undoubtedly entitled to equal consideration with any 
other, since it is sustained by as great names, and as 
x^umeroos and weighty facts, it follows that the phrase, 
the second deaths can with no propriety whatever be 
referred to the eternal world, and consequently cannot 
nxean "eternal death." But even could the opinion of 
Hug be shown to be incorrect, it by no means follows 
that the popular acceptation of this phrase can be sus- 
tained. Indeed the Rer. Mr. Bush, Professor of the 
Hebrew language in the New York University^ ^ays, 



* This expression (the second death) is not periiafto 
susceptible of an explication so clear and satisfactory^ 
as could be desired. It is a phrase of Rabbinic rather 
than of scriptural origin, and is evidently used to de- 
note some fearful kind of punishment to be inflicted 
upon trans^essors whose- suilt was of a deep die, in 
some anticipated state called by them *the world to 
come.' But until we have been enabled to learn with 
more precision, than has yet been practicable, the real 
sense affixed by Jewish writers to the phrase ' world to 
come,' we must remain in a great measure ignorant of 
the exact import of the expression second death."* 

With this quotation I leave this passage to the judg- 
ment of mv readers, barely adding the remark, that had 
there not been an imperious necessity for emploving 
this phrase in the support of endless misery it would in 
all probability never have been quoted, much less insisted 
on, as it generally has beeii, for so unnatural a purpose^ 

Having now considered some of the most prominent 
passages usually adduced for the support of the dogma 
of " eternal death," and seen that they neither expressf 
nor imply that idea, I think we are justified in con- 
cluding that it was never threatened as the penalty of any 
law, and consequently makes no part of divine revelation. 

11. But if eternal death is not the penalty of the law. 
in what sense is the word death in our text to be taken 7 
Is it merely temporal, or is it spiritual death? Pela- 
gius and others nave thought that it was the latter, and 
very many commentators, and " among them," as Pro- 
fessor Stuart confesses, " some highly respected ones,'* 
contend for the former. 

But upon a careful examination it will be seen that 
by both classes the word has been taken in too narrow 
a sense. The fundamental idea of the word death is 
undoubtedly temporal death^ but as all agree, it soon 
came to be used with considerable latitude of meaning. 
Hence it is employed both by the Old and New Tea- 

* " Treatise on the Millennium." p. 202. 

t " It is observable, " says Dr. Macknigh^ in his note on our 
text, " that although in scnptiire the expression eternal Ufe i& otf- 
t0n to be met with, we no where find eternal joined with deeOh^^ 
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ttai&nt writers in the sense of deatructitm, ruiH^ dd/vei^ 
sityy misery. Prof. Tholuck on Rom. v. 12i says, that 
^ LIFE in the Old Testament denotes the aggregate q/ 
all goody and death, of all cm7." "Death," says 
Prof. Hodge on the same passage, "means the evil, or 
any evil, which is inflicted in punishment of sin.' Dr. 
tio'wth adopts the same opinion. He sa^rs, Commen- 
tary on Ezekiel xviii. 4, " as life signifies in general all 
that happiness which attends God's favor, so death de- 
notes all those punishments^ which are the effects of 
the divine displeasure." Prof. Stuart and others might 
be quoted to the same purpose, but these are sufficient. 
Taking the word decUh in this acceptation, it will be 
seen that it expresses not merely one specifick kind of 
evil, as temporal or spiritual death, but it includes all 
the various evils which are consequent upon sm. That 
any of these evils are endless the scriptures do not 
teach, and of 'course it can never be proved. ' 

,We are now prepared to inquire more particularly 
what the penalty of sin is, or in other words, what are 
the evils which God inflicts upon the sinner. The first 
instance which occurs to throw light on the subject is 
the case of the parents of our race. God had said, "In 
the day thou eatest thereof thou shalt stirely die,^^ It 
is very important to observe that the penalty here 
threatened did not belong to the eternal world as has 
often been imagined. It was not to be reserved to the 
termination of natural life, or the general resurrection 
of the dead, but was to be inflicted on the very day of 
transgression ; " in the day thou eatest thereof." Nor 
was tne penalty threatened in such a manner that it 
might be inflicted or hot. Never were words more ex- 
press or positive. " Thou shalt surely cfo'e." This 
expression, according to Prof. Stuart, "denotes assu- 
rance, certainty."^ Drusius explains it thus: "Thou 
shalt certainly and immediately die." 

Our first parents sinned. Was the penaltv inflicted, 
and inflicted on the day of transgression?* Toquestion' 

* *'From the sacred volume," ravs Dr. Schmucker, "we learn 
^at when they had transgiiessed, God inflicted on them tha 
threatened penalty." 
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tikis 18 to qaesCion the veracity of Gdd^ and to doiiU 
whethtt the Aloiighty or the seipent spoke the ttuth ! 
Bat what were the effects of this sin? The first effect 
was that their eyes '' were opened^ and they knew that 
they were naked." As Matthew Henry says, *' Shame 
and fear seized the criminals, tp«o/acto — in the fact it- 
€elf; these came into the world along with sin, and still 
attend it." And these were greatly increaseSl when in 
the cool of the day they " heajnd the voice of the Lord 
God, walking in me garden }" for "they hid themselves 
. from the presence of the Lord." Here was spiritual 
death ; here was miserv. Bat the threatening of the 
Lord was sure. The day was not past and they heard 
the voice of their Grovemor and Judge. Thoagh naked, 
and homing with shame, and trembling with fear, they 
must come forth, and hear their doom. What was iti 
Let us answer in the words of inspiration : " Unto the 
woman he said, I will greatly multiply thy sorrow and 
thy conception ; in sorrow shalt thou bring forth chil- 
dren ; and thy desire shall be to thy husband, and he 
shall rule over thee. And unto Adam he said,6ecaase 
thou hast hearkened imto the voice of thy wife and hast 
eaten of the tree, of which I commanded thee, sayiog, 
thou shalt not eat of it ; cursed is the ground for thy 
sake ; in sorrow shalt thou eat of it all me days of thy 
life ; thorns and thistles shall it bring forth to tnee ; and 
thou shalt eat the herb of the field ; in the sweat of thy 
face shalt thou eat bread, till thou return unto the ground ; 
for out of it wast thou taken ; for dust thou art, and un- 
to dust shah diou return." Afterxi^rds man was driven 
from the garden, and his return thither prevented. 

Thus end the words Grod addressed to Adam and live, 
the first sinners. And who can pretend to find a lisp 
of etemai dea^h here 1 There is manifestly no allusion 
to snch a punishment. Is it then to be assumed that 
when Goa said, " In the day thou eatest thereof, thou 
shalt surely die ; &e idea of etemai death was includ- 
ed as a part of the penalty 1 But if etemai death was 
not threatened to our first parents to whom has it been 
i threatened ? Prof. Stuart says, " If Adam^s first sin was 

a reed sin,'and aybrtiori^ if it was one of the greatest 
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of all sios, (%8 we surely have mudi retaon to conclude 
when we consider its consequences,) then death in its* 
extensive sense must have been the penalty attached to 
it. What reason can be given, why other sins less than 
his are punishable with decUh in the enlarged sense o( 
this word, and yet that the sin of Adam was not punish- 
able in the like way ? Was he not even the more cul- 
pable who fell from a state of entire holiness T' True ; 
but will Prof. Stuart be so good as to point us to a word. 
a hint the most obscure, by which the death threatened 
Adam can be shown to mean eternal death? He cannot 
do it; BO man on earth can do it. If God may be al- 
lowed to be his own interpreter, Adam was not threat- 
ened with endless misery as the consequence of sin ; at 
' least no intimation of such a penalty is ever given. 

But what, it will be asked, was thepenalty of his sin? 
Read the third chapter of Genesis and learn. Man was 
filled with shame and fear ; he was deprived of his in- 
nocence and fell from his happy estate ; he was doom- 
ed to sorrow and travail and disappointment. I must 
make one quotation more from Prof. Stuart : " The curse 

* Mr. Bamfis, with a new and admirable logic, contends that 
although the threatening of death made to Adam involved the 
idea of eternal death, ami this notion never entered, and could 
not have entered, into the mind of Adam ! In the com-se of 
four thousand years, .however, this idea became fully desd&pedj- 
and St. Paul dearly taught the doctrine of eternal death, though 
as ill luck will have it, he used precisely the aame words that God 
had used to Adam. In Mr. Barnes' opinion Adam understood by 
death, ** nothing more than the loss of life," that is, natural death. 
"Indeed," says he, "there is the highest evidence that die case 
admits of^ that this toas his understanding of jt For in the ao- 
count of the inftietion of the penalty after the law was violatsed^ ■ 
in God's own mterpretation of it in Gr«n. iil 1^^ there is etiU no 
i^eKBce to any thmg further." It would be gratifving to have 
MrTBames show the fair dealing in this dase. He confesses 
that Adam did not and cotdd not have understood the threaten- 
ing to include eternal death, and thalt evdi " in Gtod'e own- inter- 
pretation of it thei6 is no reference^ to snch. an evil ; and yet it 
wasthere I Was Adam then made the aulyeot oianex pott/ado 
law, that is, was there an infinitely ^ater penalty attached toi 
the taw after its violation, and to which he was subjected, than 
h^d existed before 1 Or md the Deity deceive Adajn by threat* . 
enine him with temporal death, and punishing him' with ^twoal 
dmthl In either daao the penalty is obnoualy wunst 



fcere pronminced on man,** says he, "inVolyed the idea 
that henceforth the earth was to become much less fruit* 
ta\ than before, and also that it was to produce such 
shrubs and weeds, as would much retard his labor for 
sustenance and render it more painful and dijSiGUlt.- 
* The sweat of his brow' by which his bread Was to be 
procured, indicates strenuous labor and exertion. So 
lar as all these things were painful, and occasioned in- 
Cionvenience and disappointment, I consider them as 
much a part of the penalty {thousfiaU surely die) as 
the * returning to dust,' which is mentioned in the last 
part of verse 14. Why these should so often be sepa- 
rated from each other, as they have been by inany critics 
and divines, it is difficult to see. They stand connect- 
ed so obviously, that I cannot persuade myself th^l they, 
do not make one totality. If so, then death does not 
mean merely the dissolution of our physical bodies,hut 
every kind of pain, sorrow and inconvenience. That 
such may be the meaning of the word here, the common 
usage of the Old and TNTew Testament clearly shows.'^ 
Hebrew Chnstomathy, pp. 143, 144. 

Misery, evil, both mental and physical, is the penalty 
of sin, and, as Professor Hodge well observes, "the 
amount of this evil is different no doubt in every differ- 
ent case of transgression." God the righteous Judge 
who sees the heart, will reward every man according 
to his works. But ^eath is the common term by which 
this penalty is, in the scriptures, expressed. Hence Mo- 
ses said to the children of Israel, Deut: xxx: 5. " See, I 
have set before thee this day, Uje and good^ and death. 
and evil." "Death and evil," says Bishop Patrick, 
*^ may be but two words for one thing, viz. all mannejr 
of inisery which he had set at large before them in the;^ 
xxviii. chapter : — or death may signify their being cut 
off from the land of the living before their time; and 
€^i7, aM the calamities he had threatened while they 
lived.^ But neither in the ease of Adam nol" of the 
Hebrews under Moses, was there any allusion to eter- 
nal death. Indeed, as I have before suggested, the Old 
Testament is confessed by many eminent divines to 
contain no hint of future rewai^ds' and punishments. 



25 

"In the Jewish Republic," says Bishop Warbarton, 
Divine Legation of Moses, B. v. Works, toI. v. p. 159, 
** both sewards and punishments promised by Heaven 
■were temporal only." " This dispensation," says Dr. 
Paley, Ser. kiii, " dealt altogether in temporal rewards 
and punishments." To these might be added, Grotius, 
Episcopius, Dr. Campbell and many others. '^ Many," 
says an English divine^ "deny that the punishment of 
eternal death was implied in the sentence denounced 
against Adam« Among these are Bishop Burnet on 
the 9th Article; Dr. Burnett on the Articles ; Dr. Hey in 
his Noreesian Lectures, and Mr. Ludlum in his Essays." 

But if the doctrine of eternal death is not threatened 
in the Old Testament, who will undertake to prove 
that it was introduced into the world by Jesus Christ, 
the Mediator of a better covenant? For it may be ob- 
served that the same word was employed to designate 
the penalty of the law ire the New, as had been used 
in the Old Testament. St. Paul' tells us that " by one 
man sin entered into the world and death by sin." 
And as sin entered into the world^ so also did death, 
the penalty of sin : it is here, and has " passed upon all 
ixien, for that all have sinned;" and to suppose that 
the penalty of sin is exclusivelv or chiefly reserved till 
this world is no more, seems plainly to contradict the 
apostle's meaning. Nor should this be thought sin- 
gular, for the same inspired writer tells us again, that 
" to be camallv-minded is deaihJ^ He who gives him- 
self up to the K)ve and lusts of the woi*ld is dead while 
he lives ; and though surrounded with all things, is still 
"wretched, and miserable, ^ and poor, and bund, aftii 
naked." The beloved apostle confesses that he and 
his brethren had been in this state of condemnation 
and death. "We know," says he^ "that we have 
passed from deccth unto lijje, because we love the breth^ 
ren; he that loveth not his brother abideth in death." 
But let it be remembered that neither Moses nor the 
prophets, nor Jesus Christ himself^ or his apaatles, ever 
uttered a word relative to eternal death ! 

Besides, if all mankind have subjected themseives 
to the penalty of endless misery. It is a problem tather 
difficult to solre bow Qod could give etelnsU life io 
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aay, without forfeiting hid woSrd, or dsshonoimB^ his 
justice. " Thott ^^it surely die" is still attached to 
the dirine law, liad as soon may we expect that Qod 
wili deny himself as that he will fail to cause him 'HhaC 
doeth wrong to reeeiye for the wrong which he hath done.? 

Our text is a most beautiful illnstiation of this truth* 
He who engages in the service of another is entitled to 
wages. Now the oii^al word here rendered 'wag09 
expresses a peeuliar idea. It signifies ^'properly the 
rations of soldiers^ i. e. their wages, which at first were 
paid in grain, meat, fruit, etc. but afterwards in money." 
The obsenration of Dr. Clarire is Tery appropriate here^ 
^^ The word which we here render wagee^ si^ified the 
daily pay of a Roman soldier. So eveiy sinner h^ 
a daily pay, and this pay is death ; he has misery be^ 
cause he sins. Sin constitutes hell : the sinner has a 
hell in his own bosom ; all is confusion and disorder 
where Gk}d does not reign ; every indulgence of sinful 
passions increases the disorder and consequently the 
misery of the sinner." Of all paymasters, sin is one of 
the most faithful. Its servants never go unrewarded, 
and their wages are never '^ kept back." Let the read-' 
er bear this constantly in mind, and when tempted to 
sin, let him remember that his wages are sui^ and that 
these wages are death / 

But heaven be thanked, while ^ the wages of sin is 
death, the gift of €k>d is eternal life, through Jesus 
Christ our Lord." For "where sin abounded, grace 
did much more abound. . That as sin hath reigUed unto 
death, even so might grace reign, through righteousness 
unto eternal life by Jesus Oboist our Lord.^' I shall 
close in the language of one of the greatest lights of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church on these very words, 
" Thus we find, that the salvation from sin nere i& as 
extensive and complete as the guilt and cxmtaminaium 
of sin, death is ocmqQ«red) hell disappointed, the deVil 
confounded, and sm totally destroyed.. Here is glorying* 
to him that hath loved and loashed ns from owr 8in& 
in his own blood, and has vnade us kings atid priests' 
to ijtod ^md his Father be glory and dominion for ever. 
Amenf Mailelujah! The Lord Qod Otiin/ipoitnt 
reignethJ Amen ami Amm}^ 
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